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ABSTRACT
REORGANIZATION OF PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION IN MASSACHUSETTS:
PRELEGISLATION OPINION ON SELECT ISSUES BY STATE LEGISLATORS,
SEGMENTAL BOARDS OF TRUSTEES, SPECIAL COMMISSION STAFF,
FACULTY AND ADMINISTRATORS COMPARED WITH ACTUAL LEGISLATION
(February, 1982)
James J. Pasquini, A.S., Berkshire Community College
B.S., North Adams State College, M.Ed., North Adams State College
M.B.A., Western New England College, Ed.D., University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Professor G. Ernest Anderson, Jr.
This study examines the problems and possible solutions in
Massachusetts Public Higher Education prior to and during the 1980
reorganization. The opinions and attitudes of state legislators,
segmental boards of trustees, public college faculty and administrators
were used as a data source. Then, it was necessary to assess the
enacted legislation to determine to what extent the expectations of the
survey group regarding reorganization were met, and what possible
legislative revisions could be recommended to make the system function
better.
The procedures used to administer and analyze the data were two
questionnaires. The prelegislative survey was forwarded to four hundred
and forty-four people in the field of public higher education and
legislators, to determine their input on select issues in public higher
education. The post-legislative questionnaire was administered to one
vi
hundred and fifty people who participated in the first survey. Sixty
percent of the select population responded to the prelegislative survey
and seventy-four percent responded to the post-legislative question-
naire.
The post-legislative survey attempted to determine the opinions on
select issues of the same select group of people, now that reorganiza-
tion is being implemented. It was also a tool to see whether the input
and expectations of respondents were utilized in reorganizing the public
higher education system in the Commonwealth.
The following summary statements represent the more significant
areas uncovered in the prelegislative survey and the post-legislative
survey:
1. The data revealed that the majority of the respondents do not be-
lieve that each institution should have its own local board of
trustees.
2. A significant number of respondents disagreed that the five sepa-
rate segmental boards of trustees should be structured under
one single board.
3. The respondents indicated that public higher education should not
be organized into geographic regions.
4. The study revealed that a majority of respondents are opposed to
the appointment of board members who are employed by private
higher education making decisions for public higher education.
5. A majority of the respondents agreed that there should be a
screening and selection process similar to that utilized in the
judicial system when appointing board members.
6. The data indicated that if the public universities, state colleges
and community colleges were merged under one board, respondents
feel that the institutions would lose their own individual
identities.
7. The study revealed that the legislative and executive branches are
perceived to have too much input in the operation of public higher
education institutions.
8. The data revealed that the respondents did not see the Secretary
of Education's department performing an important function in the
coordination of public higher education.
9. An overwhelming majority of respondents indicated that one agency
should coordinate all program development for public higher
education.
10. The findings indicated that the respondents agreed that upon
receipt of the annual appropriation, institutions should have the
autonomy to allocate their funds without legislative or executive
control
.
11. The study indicated that the respondents disagreed with the
statements that faculty and presidents at institutions of public
higher education are overpaid.
vii i
12 . In analyzing all occupational categories, the majority of the
respondents indicated that there should be no institutional
representation with voting privileges, on the Board of Regents or
the local boards of trustees. However, the statistics did show
that the category "Legislator" and "Faculty" did support
institutional representation.
13. The study revealed that the Board of Regents should have approval
over all institutional budgets, but not be involved in the daily
management of institutions.
14. The findings indicate that the Regents' authority with respect to
personnel should only be to coordinate , and to leave personnel
management to the various institutions.
15. The data showed that students should have a member on the local
Board of Trustees at each institution.
There are additional opinions, attitudes and expectations that were
reviewed and presented in this study.
ix
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Background of Study
In the early 1960 's with the post-war baby boom population
entering college, the demand for higher education exceeded the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts' educational capacity. The political leader-
ship realized that public higher education is a key to socio-economic
mobility and that higher education is one of the Commonwealth's most
valuable assets. The annual appropriations for institutions were ex-
panding so rapidly that they would double in less than five years, and
funds for new public higher educational facilities were more than half
of the Commonwealth's capital outlay budget. Public higher education
then, after being dominated by Massachusetts' private sector, was about
to come of age.
In 1962, the Massachusetts General Court created a Special Com-
mission, popularly known as the Wi 1 li s-Harrington Commission, to re-
structure its higher education system to meet future challenges. More
specifically, the Special Commission was charged with the task of
examining higher education thoroughly and developing a governance struc-
ture that would improve the state's ability to plan, coordinate, and
manage the rapid growth of Massachusetts' public institutions.
Educators strongly lobbied in the General Court, and this pressure did
take its toll by weakening the Commi ssions 's power and lessening the
1
2strength of the proposed state-wide coordinating board. Although the
Commission's authority was reduced, it still recommended the creation of
a state-wide coordinating agency. In 1965 the General Court accepted
the Commission's report and established the Board of Higher Education
(BHE) to oversee the development of the Commonwealth's five public
segments: University of Massachusetts, Southeastern Massachusetts Uni-
versity, Lowell Technical Institute, State College System and the Com-
munity College System.
During the 1960's and early 1970's, the Commission's
recommendation was perceived to serve the state's needs, but some
political and educational leaders were very much concerned about public
higher education's ability to respond to the challenge of the 1980' s.
These leaders wanted to develop a more efficient management system that
would reduce waste, coordinate institutional missions and increase
public confidence and accountability. Responsible leaders realized
there would be difficulties in preserving academic quality within a
context of greater fiscal stringency and that there would be increased
competition among the public and private sectors. In addition the
leadership must also address the public's diminishing belief in the
value of higher education. Political leaders, in general, were
convinced that the existing governance structure had too many vested
interests to adapt to change. The Board of Higher Education was also
seen by many people as too weak to deal with overstaffed institutional
administration and duplication of programs.
With these problems in mind, a reorganization effort began in the
mid-1970's. Former President of the University of Massachusetts,
3Robert C. Wood, and former Senate President, Kevin Harrington, called
for the creation of a super-board to govern the Commonwealth's public
segments of higher education. This proposal represented the first major
reorganization effort and stimulated a series of other proposals,
including one by the Governor to abolish the Board of Higher Education,
one by the BHE to increase its powers and autonomy, and one by the
Secretary of Educational Affairs to establish a regional governance
structure. With many proposals suggesting different directions, the
General Court created a special commission to analyze the issues and to
recommend a reorganization plan.
The mounting pressure for reorganization clearly pushed the issue
further into the political arena, with the Governor attempting to bring
education under more executive control, the Secretary of Educational
Affairs and the Board of Higher Education lobbying for their own control
over the State's public system. During 1978, attention turned from
reorganization to the state election, and the special commission,
created by the General Court, expired without action.
The underlying demographic, economic and political forces that
converged in the mid-1970's to call for the reorganization now pre-
vailed. The Massachusetts Governor, the new Secretary of Educational
Affairs, and the new Chancellor for the Board of Higher Education each
wanted some form of reorganization, but could not agree on a common pro-
posal. The Legislature and Governor demonstrated their continuing con-
cern by establishing a new special commission to examine public higher
education. The new commission received substantial funding,
hired a
4staff and started working in November 1979. The University of Massa-
chusetts, the State College System, the Community College System, former
Governor Foster Furcolo, The Board of Higher Education and most re-
cently, the House Ways and Means Committee, all submitted written plans.
Other plans were anticipated in light of the action of the House of
Representatives to reorganize public higher education in the outside
section of the fiscal 1981 budget.
From this N widespread activity a form of reorganization did emerge.
The major question remains: Was this reorganization responsive to ex-
pectations of the membership of the State Legislature, the five segmen-
tal Boards of Trustees, the faculty and administration in the five pub-
lic segments and the membership of the special commission to reorganize
public higher education? What factors contributed significantly to the
way reorganization occurred? What factors generated the expectations?
Statement of the Problem
The purpose of this study is to assess the problems designated by
people in the field of higher education and legislators prior to the
reorgani zation legislation and determine whether the expectations re-
garding reorganization were met in the actual legislation recently
enacted. This problem is approached through an analysis of prelegis-
lative opinion as expressed in a survey of state legislators, members of
the segmental boards of trustees, selected college administrators
and
selected faculty members and the persons sitting on the special
commission studying reorganization. This body of opinion is then
5compared with the actual legislative mandates as voted and signed into
law. This study will attempt to determine whether the resulting
legislation was based on the communication transmitted by the sub-groups
surveyed at least in selected topic areas or whether there was no
relationship to the prelegislative opinion. Significant discrepancies
between expected and actual outcomes are delineated, and various hypo-
theses accounting for these differences are formulated and examined.
Post legislative opinions are obtained by follow-up questions to key
individuals in the Commonwealth. The data are then used to recommend
amendments to the legislation that will hopefully smooth the transition
and improve the system.
Significance of the Study
Although reorganization of public higher education in
Massachusetts is occurring, there is a greater interest among the con-
stituencies now than when the dynamics of the reorganizational efforts
were in process.
In retrospect, many of the college and university faculty,
administrators, segmental board members, legislators, and educational
agencies seem to be discontented with the flow of reorganizational
events leading up to the legislative action, and unhappy with the
outcome. The action referred to is how the Massachusetts House and
Senate passed and the Governor signed into law the fiscal 1981 budget
which included an outside section dictating the reorganization of public
higher education. While a student of government canhot approve of the
6process which preempted the Joint Committee on Education, the Special
Commission on Reorganization of Higher Education, and public par-
ticipation, the value of the plan will be determined by Its implementa-
tion. It Is imperative that during the transitional period a carefully
coordinated effort be made to inform and educate thoroughly both the
public and institutions involved. It is important that reorganization
be implemented properly so that the general lessening of public con-
fidence in the state's college and university structure is minimized.
People in the field of public higher education in Massachusetts
must work within the recently-enacted legislative structure. Working
through the impending changes may present some obstacles, but to execute
these changes in an arbitrary manner would be chaotic and nonproductive.
It is also paramount to continue to focus on the problem for possible
.
legi slative revision.
Overview of Methodology and Terminology
The methodology of this study is to analyze and explore the atti-
tudes and expectation towards reorganization of Public Higher Education
in Massachusetts. The analysis was accomplished through the following
methods
:
1. Special Advisor : This researcher worked as a Special Advisor
for the Commission to Reorganize Public Higher Educaiton from
January 1, 1980 to June 30, 1980. As a first-hand observer
of
the reorganization process, an understanding was gained as to
the way data were collected, decisions were made and plans
for
reorgani zati on were formulated.
72. In-depth Interview : This primary interview obtained the
opinion of twenty-five people, twenty in the field of public
higher education and five state legislators, personally and
thoroughly on their expectation, attitudes and the issues
toward public higher education in Massachusetts. These in-
depth interviews helped this researcher to obtain the
information necessary to compose a primary questionnaire.
3. Prelegislation Questionnaire : This primary questionnaire
consisted of fifty-three questions and was an impersonal
survey administered to four hundred and forty-four people,
divided into five occupational categories: state legislators,
segmental board of trustees members, special commission
members, faculty and administrators. The results appear in
chapter three.
4. Post-Legislative Questionnaire : This follow-up questionnaire
consisted of fourteen questions developed through a cross
matrix of the actual signed legislation compared to the
prelegislative survey and philosophical, humanistic,
perception. The questions were administered to one hundred and
fifty key individuals in the following occupational
categories: State legislators, segmental board of trustees
members, faculty and administrators. The results appear in
chapter four.
The terms in this study include:
1. Legislators (State Representatives and Senators^ : These
individuals are elected by the people to represent the public
8in the decision-making process. This is only appropriate
since public money is being spent and must be publicly
accounted for.
2* Boards of Trustees : These include the membership of the
Boards of Trustees for the five public Higher Education
segments. Specifically, this includes trustees from the
University of Massachusetts, University of Lowell,
Southeastern Massachusetts University, the ten state colleges,
and the fifteen community colleges.
3. Special Commission Members : This specifically includes the
members appointed by the Governor: five senators and ten
representatives for the Joint Committee on Education, Cabinet
members of the Executive Branch and the Special Commission
staff.
4. Segmental Personnel : Included are Chancellor/President,
selected administrators and selected faculty from the uni-
versities, state colleges, and community colleges.
5. Governance Models : There are essentially three basic
governance structures of public higher education. One is the
single governing board approach, exemplified by the New York
Board of Regents. The second is a two- or three-tiered system
with an overall coordinating board; this was the Massachusetts
model. The third is a regional approach in which institutions
are organized on the basis of geographical distribution. The
various models are explained in detail in succeeding chapters.
9Limitations
There are, of course, limitations to this study. Perhaps the most
important is the absence of data from other affected constituencies
which might have been studied. These include, among others, the
independent sector, the Board of Higher Education, the Secretariate of
Education, the: student population and the general public.
The special, but by no means arbitrary, nature of the population
sample precludes making exact distributive statements about the
attitudes prevalent in Massachusetts. It should also be remembered that
the respondents chosen were more knowledgeable about Massachusetts pub-
lic higher education than the average resident in the Commonwealth, and
probably more critical of, or sympathetic to, its needs. Thus, their
views may not represent the population of Massachusetts as a whole.
Since the General Court voted the legislation reorganizing public
higher education in June 1980, with an implementation date of March
1981, it is too early to determine the long range effect or the positive
or negative results of the enacted legislation.
The position of this researcher, working for the Co-chairman of
the Special Commission and advisor to that Commission, may have had an
effect on the respondents. This relationship may have caused the re-
spondents to sense an obligation to respond. Conversely, it may have
led to no response by some. The responses themselves may be a
reflection of attitudes toward the Special Commission. In an effort to
see that this limitation has as little effect on the data as
possible,
anonymity was employed and confidentiality assured.
10
Study Procedures
This report is descriptive in nature. Descriptive research, as
referred to in this study, is concerned with describing the nature and
degree of existing conditions prior to the recent legislation affecting
the reorganization and the consequences of reorganization of public
higher education in Massachusetts. An analysis will center on the
factors that contributed to the way reorganization occurred. A review
of why reorganization happened the way it did and how the resulting
legislation could or could not meet the perceived needs of reorgani-
zation, will be undertaken in this study.
Reorganization is in its initial phases, and it must be noted that
it may be several years before the actual effect of the legislation is
realized by all concerned parties.
The prelegislative questionnaire survey were cross-tabulated with
the actual legislation. Problem and solution areas were identified.
From this data new questions will be formulated to be used in a
post-legislative questionnaire. The questions were administered to key
individuals throughout the segments of higher education, legislators and
members of the Special Commission.
The prelegislative questionnaire on attitudes and issues was
administered to various groups in the Spring of 1980 to obtain their
opinions on issues in public higher education. The questionnaire was
reviewed by the dissertation committee and pretested on a college pre-
sident and members of the Special Commission Staff. The time frame to
compile data for the reorganization committee and the limit of
personal
11
resources, precluded a more exhaustive study. The questionnaire was de-
signed from knowledge of educational issues and intensive interviews
with select individuals throughout the Commonwealth.
The survey group included State legislators, segmental boards of
trustees, members of the commission staff, college presidents, faculty
and administrators.
Both the questionnaires used in this study were structured so that
they contained formal lists of questions which were written out on the
questionnaire, and the questionnaires were constructed in a manner which
made the objectives of the survey clear to the respondent.
After the data were compiled, the results of the prelegislative
questionnaire were cross-tabulated with components of the actual
legislation. This matrix was examined to determine whether the
prelegislative expectations were addressed, and if so, whether it was
being solved by the enacted legislation or exacerbated by the
legislation. There was a cluster analysis of the data to determine if
responses had patterns in the data.
Upon an examination of the impact matrix it was evident that
problem and solution areas do exist, either created from the legislation
or due to the oversight of the enactors of the legislation.
Questions were created from this examination and the answers were
obtained from a post-legislation questionnaire. The follow-up questions
were administered in the Spring of 1981 to select members of the group
who took part in the pre-legislative survey. The purpose of this
follow-up questionnaire was to obtain post-legislative opinions to
12
substantiate or negate pre-legislative findings on reorganization
expectations. As a result of this study, the data were used to develop
conclusions, recommendations for future reference, questions for further
study and legislation.
CHAPTER II
A Review of the Literature
THE EVOLUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION
To have a clear picture of the devopment of public higher educa-
tion, its present organizational structure and its future needs, it is
essential to start with a brief history.
The history of higher education falls into three stages. The
first was the eleventh century to the middle of the seventeenth. Its
main purpose was to service the clergy. The second was the seventeenth
to the twentieth century, in which it provided for the needs of the very
rich as well as religious groups. The final cycle of development during
the twentieth century provided service to the general public.*
Private institutions served the first two stages because they
catered to those who had the ability to pay. By popular demand for
higher education, the tax-supported institutions began to unfold by
necessity, allowing all to participate. It's ironic that the growth of
the private sector created a new child--the tax-supported institution.
Due to the hiring of more qualified faculty, improved curricula and the
building of new and larger facilities, costs climbed in the private
sector resulting in lower enrollments. To summarize, the private
institution was creating a product that only a few could afford to buy.
This is the main reason why public higher education was conceived.
^Frederick Rudolph, The American College and University: A
History, (New York: Knopf, 1962), p. 1U.
13
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The land-grant college was the first force changing the intent of
higher education from serving the rich to serving the masses, created by
the Morrill Federal Land Grant, October of 1862. ^ Congressman Justin
Smith Morrill of Vermont introduced his bill in 1857 "to promote the
liberal and practical education of the industrial classes in the several
pursuits and professions of life." 3 The Morrill Act passed in July
1862. The Act provided public lands to establish agricultural schools.
Each state was given public lands equal to 30,000 acres. Massachusetts
founded its agricultural college at Amherst in 1863. There was a second
Morrill Act passed in 1890 giving a regular appropriation to the land
grant institution providing that the state did not violate the separate
but equal doctrine with regard to race. 4 Massachusetts was one of
eighteen states that complied with the doctrine. State tax-supported
institutions had become a major factor in higher education by the late
nineteenth century, though the National University that George
Washington had advocated was not created. 3
What was unique about state institutions was their easy ability to
commit themselves to the John Hopkins concept of the never-ending search
for truth. Where a private institution frequently catered to the ideals
or political, social, religious and/or economic views of its founders or
^Earl Dudley Ross, Democracy's College, (New York: Arno, 1969)
p. 46.
3 Ibid., p. 47.
4 Ibid.
,
p. 179.
3Ri chard Hofstadter and Wilson Smith, American Higher Education:
A Documentary History , (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1961),
Vol. I, p. 157.
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board of trustees, the new public institution, supported by the demands
of liberal state constitutions and a federal Bill of Rights that the
United States Supreme Court was gradually applying to the states, was
dedicated to a search for scientific truth, viz., the realities of life.
There was opposition to public higher education--the same sort of
opposition that had been heard earlier with regard to public elementary
schools, and later to public secondary schools:
(1)
increased burdens on the taxpayers
(2) payment by noncollege-attending segments
(3) the destruction of local control over education
(4) fears of government domination
(5) the destruction of private institutions, and with it the
ultimate destruction of those independent elements in our
democracy that depend upon education
(6) the elimination of government by an aristocracy of wealth and
bi rth
(7) the production of ball-bearing uniformity
(8) the creation of a huge, powerful monolithic educatonal
structure, much like the Bank of the United States that
Jackson had gone through so much trouble to destroy, that,
like the Bank, had not been provided for in the federal
constitution and was a threat to the people
(9) creation of a public educational system that would tend
to be
not only large but impersonal --something contrary to the
small, personal type of training that had been the origins of
16
the university idea in Europe during the eleventh and twelfth
centuries
(10) forcing higher education to become a plaything of politics and
ultimately susceptible to political corruption
(11) giving a type of education to large numbers of people who had
no capacity to use it, and which would. In the long run, only
make persons unfit for the menial tasks for which nature and
their natural abilities intended them
(12) violating the principle that it is not necessary for all per-
sons, qualified or not, intelligent or not, to have access
to higher education; higher education is for those who are
qualified by education, intelligent by nature, desirous of
such additional training, and wealthy enough to afford it
(13) duplication by public institutions of plants and services of
already existing private colleges and universities.
All of these arguments were to a greater or lesser extent valid,
but even so, they did not .solve the basic dilemma posed by the American
experiment. Once the hypothesis is accepted that the greater one's
education, the better democracy works (which is certainly the basis for
the Massachusetts system), then we face the problem of ensuring access
for higher education to anyone who wants it. Realistically, the entire
history of American higher education from the close of the Civil War to
the present time may be summed up in the struggle for acceptance and
implementation of this theory. In 1980, with the tax dollar shrinking
and the public crying for more accountability, the struggle that had
17
been previously won has to be fought again. It seems educators must
reinforce the basic premise "from the point of view of individual and
national welfare, higher education is one of the most important qualita-
tive services in the United States.'1 ® We must use our powers of per-
suasion. First, we must accept the view that everyone has a right to
test his abilities at higher education. Second, we must establish a
system that enables anyone to attend regardless of his or her financial
ci rcumstances.
Despite the growth of public higher education in conjunction with
the private sector, only a small percentage of the population attended
institutions of higher learning until the years following the Second
World War, when under the sponsorship of the G.I. Bill of Rights,
hundreds of thousands of veterans poured into colleges and universities
throughout the nation. At the close of the nineteenth century, accord-
ing to Hansen and Witmer, the National Association of Manufacturers and
other business groups criticized the value of college education.
7
"Children generally left school at age twelve. Fewer than 11 percent of
the 14-17 year old population attended secondary school; only 4 percent
of the 18-21 year old population attended college." 8 In the years
1939-41, those in college equalled approximately 16 percent of the 18-21
®The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, Higher Education:
Who Pays? Who Benefits? Who Should Pay? , (New York: McGrawHill,
1973), p. 1.
7W
.
Lee Hansen and David R. Witmer, Economic Benefits of
Universal Higher Education, in Logan Wi 1 son , et al . , (Washi ngton , D. C.,
Universal Higher Education, 1972), p. 31.
8 Ibi d
.
p. 31.
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year old group; and in the 1960's, roughly 43 percent of the 17-21 year
old group. "In summary then, over the past three decades, a dramatic
shift toward more universal higher education has been accomplished
. .
."9 Whether this enormous increase in the population of
institutions of higher learning took place because of depressions, the
war-effort, federal assistance, or any other factor or combination of
factors, the reality remains that a push was on to add four more years
known as higher education to the kindergarten-elementary-secondary
educational structure. Therefore, as college costs increased along with
everything else in the 1970's — food, gasoline, interest on loans, real
estate — the problem became primarily one of access. No one argues
that the cost of education is enormous, but on the other hand few people
today, believing in the democratic dream, would deny any citizen the
right to attend college if he or she so desires, whether he or she has
the funds or not. If the private — or as they now like to be called,
the independent — institutions of higher learning were gradually in the
1970
' s pricing themselves out of the democratic market, then the public
institutions by default had to shoulder the burden of low cost access.
The Development of Higher Education in Massachusetts
Massachusetts public higher education development was really due
primarily to the existence of the many exceptional private colleges in
the state, for instance, Harvard College, founded in the 1600's. Other
states in the union did not have the private higher education resource.
9 Ibid.
,
p. 30.
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so it was necessary for them to activate a public system earlier In his-
tory. Private institutions in Massachusetts, while providing excellent
educational opportunities at a high cost, have limited enrollment capac-
ity and restricted access to many citizens wanting a higher education.
These reasons are why a state system was conceived with low tuition that
would open access for those citizens that had not been able to attend
the more expensive private institutions.
The first step in this direction took place in 1932 when the
Normal Schools, begun by Horace Mann, became State teachers colleges.
These colleges were designed to train the public with public funds to
teach students in public elementary and secondary school education. The
success of the teacher college concept and mounting public pressure for
more diverse State institutions, brought about a new enterprise, the
Massachusetts Agricultural College, which was transformed into the
University of Massachusetts in Amherst. The Massachusetts State College
as explained previously, was created by federal action under the Morrill
Land Grant Act in 1863 developing the Massachusetts Agricultural School
at Amherst. In 1953 Lowell Technological Institute was founded and in
1959 the State Teachers' Colleges were confederated into the state col-
lege system.
During the cold war period of the late fifties and early sixties,
there was a tremendous growth in the Massachusetts public higher educa-
tion system. In the sixties community colleges were founded.
Southeastern Massachusetts University was created from two textile
schools, and the University of Massachusetts began its new efforts with
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campuses in Boston and Worcester. Also, during the early sixties, one
of the most important freedoms was given to the public colleges in
Massachusetts — that of fiscal autonomy. Definitions of autonomy
usually contend that the trustees, president and faculty should be free
to make those decisions that determine the essential character of the
educational institution. 1 ^ "Those responsible for an institution's
performance should be free to decide:
1. Which students shall be admitted and to what discipline they
shall be subjected.
2. Who shall teach, how much they shall be paid, when they shall
be promoted and whether they shall have tenure.
3. The substance of the courses, the nature of the curricula and
the standards for degrees.
4. The relative emphasis on instruction, research and public
service.
5. How the institution's resources shall be allocated among de-
partments, schools and activities." 11
This, and this alone, is one of the biggest unwritten factors why
public education has prospered in Massachusetts in spite of current
inadequate funding, lack of legislature support and substantial erosion
of autonomy.
With the growth of facilities taking place in the sixties and en-
rollment going from 17,000 full-time students in 1960 to 165,120 in
^American Council on Education, Institutional Autonomy, In
Shaping American Higher Education, (Washington: American Council on
Education, 1972), pp. Z32-24Z.
lljohn J. Corson, The Governance of Colleges a nd Universities^
Modernizing Structures and Processes , Revised Edition, (New
York.
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1975), p. 52.
21
1978 in the Massachusetts public sector (Hegis data), coordination of
the system was essential. A governance structure for public higher
education was designed for the Commonwealth in the 1965 Willis-
Harrington Act, which will be explained in further detail below. The
Willi s-Harrington Act sought to insure and to preserve quality in our
public higher education endeavor through a balance of academic freedom
with political accountability. The most important part of this legisla-
tion was the creation of a lay Board of Higher Education to assist the
institutions and the General Court.
At present higher education in Massachusetts consists of eighty-
six independent colleges, universities and specialized institutions and
twenty-eight state-supported institutions.^ The public-supported
institutions received funding of $315,396,905, excluding capital outlay
appropriations for fiscal year 1980.
The Commonwealth Public Higher Education Profile
The Commonwealth's twenty eight public institutions were divided
into five functional units, which were called segments. Each segment
had a governing board composed of lay citizens with terms from three to
seven years, depending on the general law governing that segment. The
segments, with their lay citizen boards, were also created by the
Willi s-Harrington Act so that the scope of various types of institutions
could be carried out in an objective manner with as little political
l^Laura Clausen, Massachusetts Board of Higher Education, Report
on Higher Education, Memo of November 8, 1979.
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interference as possible in any public function. The ten State colleges
are four-year schools that as stated previously, began as teacher train-
ing institutions, but which now have more of a multi-purpose role. The
fifteen community colleges are two-year institutions with a focus on
career education and transfer programs. The three universities, having
five campuses (three for the University of Massachusetts) are providing
a four-year liberal arts framework for the student with a significant
effort in post-graduate studies.
The material organized was based on existing structure prior to
the June 1980 reorganization of public higher education, including the
five segments, the Board of Higher Education and the Office of the
Secretary of Education Affairs. So that the entire picture is presented
a section on the Willis-Harrington legislation is included. The follow-
ing factual material has been taken from either the Massachusetts
General Laws and/or the official college and university catalogs.
State Col leges . 13 On April 20, 1837, the Massachusetts General
Court passed a bill establishing the nation's first State Board of
Education, with Horace Mann, President of the Senate, as the first
Secretary. In accepting the position to the detriment of his law prac-
tice, he remarked, "The interests of a client are small compared with
the interests of the next generation. Let the next generation, then, be
my client." 14 Then he proceeded about the Commonwealth trying to
^Massachusetts Advisory Council on Education, The Peoples'
Colleges: The State Colleges of Massachusetts , (Boston, Trustees of the
State College System 1971), p. 1.
14 Ibid.
,
p. 1.
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convince the general population of the need for free public school
education. But, in so doing, he also recognized that free general
schools could not exist without teachers, which gave rise to his drive
for a normal school or teacher-training institute. If he needed a pat-
tern, it was available because in 1833 the French had set up a national
elementary school system based upon Prussian models that included about
thirty normal schools for the training of teachers. On April 19, 1838,
Governor Edward Everett signed a joint resolution of both houses of the
General Court to match the $10,000 offered by Edmund Dwight of Boston
for the use of the State Board in this regard. On May 30, 1838, the
Board voted to establish a normal school in Plymouth County, although,
as a result of conflicts within the county, it was not until March 26,
1840, that a site was chosen at Bridgewater. In the meantime, on July
3, 1839, another site was chosen in Lexington, five years later being
moved to West Newton, and in 1853, to Framingham. The first
coeducational normal school in the country was established in Barre on
September 5, 1839, moving to Westfield five years later. The fourth
opened at Salem in 1854, the fifth in Worcester in 1874; and then in
1894, the General Court approved the opening of four more — Hyannis in
1894, Fitchburg in 1895, North Adams in 1896, and Lowell in 1897. In
1964, the Massachusetts School of Art, which had been in existence in
1873 to prepare teachers and supervisors of art, was incorporated into
the State College System, as well as the Massachusetts Maritime Academy
for the training of officers of the Merchant Marines. In 1944, the
Hyannis College was closed and in 1952, the Boston Teachers College,
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which had been the training ground for so many of the educators in the
Boston System since its founding in 1852, was transferred to the
Commonwealth as the Boston State Teachers College.
Until 1909, the normal schools were each directed by strong
principals who operated their individual schools on the basis of their
own backgrounds, education, and goals, subject to the advice of so-
called visitors from the Board of Education. But in that year, the
normal schools were placed under the direct supervision of a Com-
missioner of Education, and in 1932, under Governor Joseph B. Ely, the
normal schools became state teachers' colleges. With the end of the
Second World War, however, and the tremendous influx of youth to higher
education, it soon became apparent that the dominant role of these col-
leges could no longer be that of preparing teachers for the public
schools, but had to take on a broader scope. Homer W. Anderson's 1954
Report on the Massachusetts State Teachers Colleges recommended toward
this end the formation of a separate Board of Trustees to supervise and
set policy for these institutions, while a Report of the Committee to
Study General Education in" the Massachusetts State Teachers Colleges in
1959, published by the Department of Education, demonstrated the growing
need for non-professional education subjects in the curriculum. As a
result, in 1960, the state teachers colleges became full-fledged four-
year liberal arts institutions under a single Board of Trustees. This
report placed public tax-supported education in a Board of Trustees
consisting of 13 persons to run the state colleges, a Board of Higher
Education, the Massachusetts Advisory Council on Education (MACE), and
the Board of Education for the pre-college levels.
25
The University of Massachusetts
. The multi-campus institution we
know today as the University of Massachusetts was first incorporated in
Amherst in 1863 under the provisions and impetus of the federal Morrill
Land Grant Act. It was named the Massachusetts Agricultural College and
its original mission of providing instruction, research, and information
in the areas of agriculture, animal husbandry, forestry, and natural re-
sources is still very much alive.
By 1931 the College had considerably broadened its activities and
was renamed Massachusetts State College. This name change, it will be
noted, occurred thirty years prior to that of the teachers' colleges.
Sixteen years later, in 1947, the College was designated the Uni-
versity of Massachusetts and assigned the broad degree-granting author-
ity appropriate to its new status as the state university.
In 1965, the Boston campus of the University opened its doors at
Arlington Street, moving in 1973 to the Harbor Campus. The Arlington
Street building continues to house the College of Public and Community
Services as well as the offices of the President and Central administra-
tive staff.
The University Medical School at Worcester admitted its first stu-
dents in 1970 and moved to a new campus three years later. In 1976 the
University Hospital, a teaching and research facility, was completed as
the most recent addition to an expanding institution. At the time of
this writing, the entire University was under a Board consisting of 26
members (as reorganized in 1973), 19 regular, and seven ex officio.
Southeastern Massachusetts University . The gradual emergence of a
second university in southeastern Massachusetts demonstrates a long-
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standing effort to meet the particular educational needs of a region.
In 1895, It was the needs of the textile Industry which dominated and to
this end two institutions were established, the Bradford Durfee Textile
School and the New Bedford Textile School. Over the next sixty years,
two changes signaled an extension of institutional purpose. In 1946,
one school became a "technical institute," the other a "textile
institute." In 1957, a second name change produced the Bradford Durfee
College of Technology and the New Bedford Institute of Technology with
the authorization to offer the degree of Bachelor of Science.
In 1960, a third regional institution was created. Southeastern
Massachusetts Technological Institute, mandated to provide diversified
educational programs and to consolidate with the two existing colleges
named above. This consolidation took place in 1964; one year later,
baccalaureate programs in the humanities and social sciences were added
to the curriculum.
A final name change, in 1969, created Southeastern Massachusetts
University, which must be seen as the product of seventy-four years of
evolution and growth.
University of Lowell . In 1975 a second regional university was
created by legislative act merging two well-established and quite
different colleges into an institution intended, as with Southeastern
Massachusetts University, to meet the instructional and research needs
of a particular area, in this instance, the Merrimack Valley.
Lowell State College, one of the two institutions in question, was
chartered in 1894 as a normal school for the training of teachers.
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Following the pattern described earlier, Lowell was designated a
teachers' college in 1932 and a general-purpose four-year state college
in 1960.
Lowell Textile Institute was founded in 1895 as an independent
institution and came under state purview in 1918. The school achieved
collegiate status in 1928 and in 1953 became a multi-purpose technical
institution with a change of name to Lowell Technological Institute.
The original textile programs were gradually phased out with the disap-
pearance of the industry from the region, but in 1965 the Institute's
degree authority was expanded to include the offering of doctoral pro-
grams in appropriate areas of study.
Ten years later, a merger of the two colleges brought the liberal
arts, education, and music programs of Lowell State together with the
science, business, and technology offerings of Lowell Tech to establish
the University of Lowell, a broad-based regional university.
Massachusetts Board of Regional Community Colleges . The decade of
the fifties brought a new dimension to public higher education with the
emergence of the two-year community college. Two-year institutions had
long existed in the independent sector, but they were predominantly
either liberal arts colleges for women or business and technical
institutes. The non-residential community college would provide a broad
spectrum of liberal arts and occupational degree programs, both transfer
and terminal, non-credit lifelong learning opportunities, and would
fulfill as well a mission of service to the immediate community.
In 1958, the General Court established the Community College Sys-
tem under a single board of trustees, the Massachusetts Board of
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Regional Community Colleges, the purpose of which was to service
students who (1) were not sure of their collegiate goals, (2) were not
certain that they wanted four years of college training, (3) were not
confident of their ability to perform college level work. The programs
offered were both terminal programs (2-year complete) and transferral
programs (at the end of two years, students could transfer their credits
to a four-year college and continue as juniors). Since their estab-
lishment, the community college system proved itself to be an enormous
success, and the Commonwealth now boasts fifteen of them spread over the
State: Berkshire, Bristol, Cape Cod, Greenfield, Holyoke, Massachusetts
Bay, Massasoit, Mount Wachusett, North Shore, Northern Essex,
Quinsigamond, Springfield Technical, Middlesex, Roxbury and Bunker Hill.
Despite substantial building programs, three of the colleges -- Roxbury,
Middlesex and North Shore -- are not as yet housed on permanent
campuses. The Board of Trustees consists of eleven persons appointed by
the Governor for six-year terms, one student trustee, and unlike any of
the other segments, five professional educators representing the other
public higher education segments. These five educators were placed on
the Board in the original legislation to ensure that the newest
stepchild would not be killed at birth by its older siblings. The
chairperson of the Board was specifically named by the Governor, not
elected by fellow trustees; the vice-chairperson was elected by the
trustees.
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The Law
—Governance and Power
Will Is -Harrington Act, Chapter 572, GLMA, Acts of 1965. The
Massachusetts Legislature passed, in 1965, an act to improve and extend
educational facilities in the Commonwealth, known as the Willls-
Harrington Act. This legislation represented the first effort of the
I
Commonwealth to organize higher education Into a coherent, coordinated
system and to plan for an expansionary period which seemed then to have
no boundaries.
The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education defines governance as
the "structure and processes of decision-making." 15 In Massachusetts,
despite a major reorganization of public higher education in 1965, the
process has remained the same: Individual Institutions dealing directly
with the legislature for appropriations. The result was an absence of
any systematic, coherent public policy.
Willis-Harrington rewrote and updated those statutes dealing with
institutional purpose and the functions and responsibilities of the five
existing boards of trustees, the University of Massachusetts, the State
College System, Southeastern Massachusetts Technological Institute, Uni-
versity of Lowell, and the Massachusetts Board of Regional Community
Colleges.
Willis-Harrington also created a statewide coordinating agency,
the Board of Higher Education, to replace the existing and very limited
Board of Collegiate Authority. Expanded lay boards and advisory groups
15Carnegi e Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education, The
States and Private Higher Education , (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass
Publishers, 1977), p. 19.
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were mandated for all segments to insure that the public Interest and
public needs would be met.
The need for a strong, overall coordinating agency comprised of
lay membership was detailed in the Wil li s-Harrington Commission report
as follows: "Organization for coordination, for leadership, and for
action within a master plan is the key to improvement in the program of
all education in the Commonwealth. Without central coordination and a
relationship established between standards and financial support,
neither efficiency nor effectiveness can be assured."
Board of Higher Education . The Board of Higher Education was
created "to provide primarily a structure for assuring coordination,
quality, and expansion through a continuous process of planning." The
Board consists of 12 members, including five college trustees -- one
each from the University, the state colleges, SMU, University of Lowell,
and the community colleges -- appointed by their fellow trustees, while
the other seven members were appointed by the Governor for five-year
terms. In creating the Board of Higher Education, the General Court
gave a broad grant of power so that it could play a powerful role in the
development of educational programs maintained by the state, including,
but not exclusively reserved to, the following: Under Massachusetts
General Law, Chapter 15, Section 10, the purposes, powers and duties of
the Board of Higher Education are: "to support facilitate, and deline-
ate functions and programs for public institutions of higher education
in the Commonwealth segments of such institutions, to allocate to them
the responsibility and autonomy to discharge such functions and
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programs and to plan and develop efficient and effective coordination
among them; provided, however, that the determination of individual
courses within a general program of study shall be the sole respon-
sibility of each public institution of higher education." From its
inception, however, the Board of Higher Education suffered from
"structural weaknesses, limited power, inadequate funding and less than
robust political leadership." (Sloan Commission Report, Fall 1978).
In addition, the statutory authority assigned to the Office of the
Secretary of Educational Affairs and to segmental boards of trustees
competed in a number of areas with Board responsibilities.
However, despite the broad authority of the Board of Higher
Education, considerable autonomy resided in the various college
segmental boards of trustees. The Board of Higher Education by statute
was not afforded the flexibility of fiscal autonomy which is hard to
understand.
The Secretary of Educational Affairs . The Office of the Secretary
of Educational Affairs was established in 1969, four years after the
Wi 1 li s-Harrington, as part of a reorganization of the executive branch
under Governor Sargent. The Secretary also had the responsibility of
providing "educational leadership statewide consistent with legal
authority," of conducting planning and research activities, and of
reviewing and acting upon the budget requests and hiring practices of
the state agencies for education.
All of the departments explained thus far were responsible to the
Legislature and to the Office of Administraton and Finance on a post-
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audit basis so that academic freedom may be preserved. While academic
freedom, depending on whether it is supported by a student, faculty
member, administrator, or legislator, has taken on many different de-
finitions -- it means lack of political control over what is learned and
how it is taught. Fiscal autonomy and the post audit budgetary system
is a budgeting procedure designed to enhance financial flexibility, but
at the same time ensure accountability of the taxpayer's dollars. The
government can review what has happened after the fact and pursue the
appropriate course of action in the next fiscal year. This procedure,
combined with the system of lay governing boards, has minimized politi-
cal interference and preserved academic freedom in the public sector.
However, there is an external as well as an internal political structure
in public higher education. The Wi 1 1 i s-Harrington Act has prevented the
external political structure of government from interfering with the
educational process. The interference begins \^en law makers try to
make difficult financial decisions in a vacuum concerning the growth of
the public sector. Public higher education has been effective in pre-
senting its case to the state government even in this very difficult ec-
onomic time. Even when educators felt they did not win the fiscal sup-
port they deserved, public higher education, the second largest portion
of the state budget, has been dealt one of the least debilitating blows.
The present structure of higher education was really created on a
trial and error basis. Until 1965, public colleges were instituted to
fulfill a specific public need of the time, without an overall plan of
development for the system as a whole. In the early 1960 s the
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Commonwealth found itself financing over 20 institutions without the
benefit of having a plan for the whole system. Then in 1965, the
Willis- Harrington Act was passed as an effort to organize and direct
the growth of these varied institutions. The Board of Higher Education
was created by this act as the body that would coordinate the effort.
The creation of a coordinating body and not a governing board would
hopefully balance the academic freedom of the institutions with a need
for general accountability to the public purpose.
This attempt to achieve a balance of freedom with accountability
resulted in an internal struggle for a balance of power or authority
between the segments and the Board of Higher Education. The status quo
of this balance of power struggle has been the unimpeded growth and
freedom of the public institutions. The Board of Higher Education
challenged that status quo and thus threatened the balance of power.
The result is a battle between those intending to protect the status quo
and those who wish to challenge it. Battles to maintain or revise the
balance have taken place over questions of budget and capital outlay,
program approval, and recent efforts such as the Board's equal
opportunity in employment regulations.
This friction may very well have been intended. As a result of
these internal political struggles, the questions of enrollment growth,
capital growth, public and private college cooperation, new program
efforts for disenfranchised students and the general trends of the
public system are more carefully thrashed out. The difficult first
steps that have been taken towards the sharing of educational resources
34
between public and private colleges took place without legislative
instigation and amidst quite a lot of internal friction. For example,
the five college concept in Amherst and the creation of the Public/
Private Forum was the outcome of a Board of Higher Education study on
master planning for higher education in the Commonwealth.
This is certainly not to say that the present system does not need
to change along with the changing societal requirements on higher educa-
tion. It is evident that both the programs offered by Massachusetts
educational system and the governing structure of that system need
amendment to meet these needs.
The Cry for Reorganization
A 1973 plan for reorganizing the entire structure of public tax-
supported higher education in the Commonwealth was constructed by former
Secretary of Educational Affairs Joseph M. Cronin for the Sargent
administration, but failed in passage through the General Court. Under
this plan, the whole state was to be divided into five regions for
post-secondary education and five regions for elementary and secondary
education, with a council for each region. Over each group of councils
was to be a board of post-secondary education and a board of elementary
and secondary education, and these two boards would report directly to
the Secretary of Educational and Cultural Affairs, who would in turn
report to the Governor. In this way, unity over the entire public
educational system from kindergarten through college would be achieved
through centralization in the executive office. But the General Court
refused to see a need for centralization, at least at the time that it
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was proposed. In 1976, Kevin Harrington, President of the Massachusetts
State Senate, proposed placing all of the state colleges under the Uni-
versity of Massachusetts in something of the vein of the California or
New York system, but Governor Dukakis opposed this, preferring that the
state colleges maintain their own identity, and the Harrington proposal
was set aside. In 1976, the Governor and Secretary of Educational
Affairs Paul Parks went from institution to institution meeting with
students, faculty, and administrators asking for input as to the
ultimate organization of the tax-supported system of public higher
education. They did not indicate that they had any definite ideas other
than that they did not want to see the whole structure placed under the
University of Massachusetts. Senator Harrington had now shifted his
line of thinking, and now favored the abolition of all boards of
trustees and the Board of Higher Education. Senator Harrington's new
proposal was to establish a single board of trustees for the entire
public higher education system that would work with the primary-
secondary levels to create a coordinated system for the Commonwealth.
In 1977 the Commission was again established to resolve the
Massachusetts public higher education system. This commission did not
have a full staff or adequate funding, so the process stagnated until
October 1979. The cry for reorganization got strong and a Special
Commission to study public higher education and recommend a new
direction was activated. The members of this special commission
consisted of ten state representatives and five state senators.
Governor Edward J. King swore in the ten gubernatorial appointees
and
three ex-officio members. Senator Walter J. Boverini was elected
Chairman of the Commission, and Representative Frank J. Matrango was
elected Co-chairman.
36
The Commission held its first meeting on November 14, 1979, at
which time members agreed to begin their study by examining the system
of public higher education as it presently functions. Testimony was
requested from each of the five public segments, the Board of Higher
Education, and the Office of the Secretary of Educational Affairs. The
testimony of the segments detailed the structure, goals and policies for
managing their institutions and planning for future needs.
Between November 14, 1979 and May 17, 1980, the Commission held
twenty-nine meetings, including full commission, governance, and Boston
subcommittee meetings. During that time, testimony was also received
from representatives of the Massachusetts Teachers Association, the
American Federation of Teachers, student organizations, the State Col-
lege Building Authority, as well as from Governor Edward J. King, Pro-
fessor Francis Keppel , Senior Lecturer at Harvard Graduate School of
Education, and Rev. Michael Walsh, S. J., former President of Boston
College and Fordham University. Discussion and debate on the wide range
of issues encompassing the study followed each session of testimony. To
provide backup and background material to the special commission
resource people from various institutions of public higher education
participated in the meeting, answering questions and sharing insights
from their own experiences.
The Special Commission also reviewed various reorgani zati
onal
plans to provide a basis of comparison between the present
system and
governance structures that were being proposed.
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In the restructuring, the majority of the Committee was leaning in
the direction of establishing a strong central board for coordination.
They also felt that the central board should recommend a single unified
budget and have the authority to selectively shift funds between
institutions. The current system as it presently operates, requires
duplicative hearings, encourages competitive institutional lobbying, and
produces conflicting and fragmented information to the Legislature as
well as to the Governor.
The Commission also considered another top priority, which was the
need to establish within a central board the authority to terminate pro-
grams in the public sector. It was determined that in order for the
system to respond to current and future needs and to shift resources,
termination power would be necessary.
The reorganization plans studied by the Committee recommended the
abolition of segmental representation on a central board. Representa-
tion of vested interests was viewed as detrimental to the board's
effect i veness.
On January 24, 1980* the Commission approved formation of sub-
committees to study the possible need to restructure Boston area
institutions and to realign the governance structure of public higher
education.
The Boston Subcommittee, chaired by Senator Gerard D'Amico, Chair-
man of the Joint Education Committee, visited Boston area public
colleges, at which time faculty, administration and students articulated
their views. Extensive data, compiled by the staff, and
recommendations
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of the Chairman were presented to and approved by the Subcommittee.
These recommendations included:
1.
Establishing a team to pursue implementation of a merger of
Boston State College with University of Massachusetts/Boston
2. Creation of a core city consortium
3. Expansion of community services
4. Construction of a 2,000 student Roxbury Community College in
the Southwest Corridor
5. While construction is underway, move Roxbury Community College
temporarily to Boston Trade High School.
A construction measure was included in the capital outlay budget signed
by Governor King in June 1980.
The Boston Subcommittee also recommended the incorporation of
Roxbury Community College, Bunker Hill Community College, Massachusetts
Bay Community College, and a new College without walls into one Boston
Community College.
In an effort to assure reorganization of higher education during
this fiscal year. Representative John Finnegan, chairman of House Ways
and Means, proposed his own reorganization bill, submitted by the House
Committee on Ways and Means as an outside section of the budget. The
reorganization proposal established a Board of Regents with governing
powers over the ten state colleges and fifteen community colleges. The
bill also abolished the Secretary of Education and eliminated the state
and community college boards, leaving intact only three segments.
University of Massachusetts, University of Lowell, and Southeastern
Massachusetts University.
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The Finnegan proposal, after intense debate on the floor of the
House, was approved as an "outside section to the fiscal 1981 budget."
There was no similar plan in the Senate's version of the fiscal year '81
budget, which then requires the item taken up by the Conference Com-
mittee, which receives the budget after initial House and Senate
versions are approved in order to iron out differences between the two
branches.
Spurred on by attempts of the House of Representatives to re-
organize public higher education through the budget process, and with
strong encouragement from the Governor, the Special Commission held a
weekend marathon session to finalize its recommendations on governance.
This pressure proved fruitful due to the fact that the Committee agreed
on a governance structure.
The Majority Report, filed by Senator Walter Boverini, Chairman of
the Special Commission, as legislation in the waning days of the ses-
sion, established a twenty -one member Board of Governors to be appointed
by the Governor. Choices of candidates for the Board were to be
screened by a nominating commission. Segmental representation on the
Central Board was abolished. While the Commission recognized a need for
segmental boards, the number and their makeup was deferred for further
study. A strong theme of the deliberations was recognizing the need for
a stronger central board while fearing an overly centralized governing
structure.
Reflecting the unanimous opinion of the Commission that the cen-
tral board should be vested with increased authority, the Board of
40
Governors was granted greater power than the present Board of Higher
Education. The Board of Governors was empowered to submit to the
Legislature one consolidated budget for the entire public higher educa-
tion system. Funds throughout the thirty institutions could be trans-
ferred with the approval of the Senate and House Ways and Means Com-
mittee and the approval of the Director of Admini straton and Finance.
The Board of Governors would have the authority to terminate programs as
well as to approve new programs. Tuition would be set by the Board of
Governors instead of by the segmental boards.
The Commission thought that the position of Secretary of
Educational Affairs should continue, but in a limited capacity, serving
as advisor to the Governor. The function of budget and program review
were transferred from the Secretary's authority to that of the Board of
Governors.
The Senate Ways and Means Chairman Chester Atkins, who had felt
that the budget "was not a proper vehicle" for such significant and
far-reaching public policy, eventually was convinced to address the re-
organization issue in the Conference Committee. In this context, he
proposed a reorganization plan based on the minority report, submitted
by two members of the Special Commission, former Mayor of Boston John
Collins, and former President of Worcester Polytechnic Institute, Dr.
George Hazzard.
The Col 1 i ns-Hazzard proposal reflected the view that a stronger
central board was necessary, and that the majority report did not
sufficiently centralize power. Collins and Hazzard felt that the
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majority report had the same problems as the present system, the lack of
coordination and acountabi 1 ity. Their plan was patterned very closely
to Senator Harrington's 1977 proposal.
The legislation, which Senator Boverini also filed, created a fif-
teen member Board of Regents with tremendous power. Some of the key re-
sponsibilities of the Board were:
- to allocate funds to the individual institutions
- to bargain collectively
- to determine personnel, fiscal and program policies throughout
the system.
The proposal abolished the office of the Secretary of Education,
the Board of Higher Education and the Universities, State College and
Community College segmental boards. The minority report made no pro-
visions for nominating a council to screen candidates for the Board of
Regents, and thus vested enormous power and authority with the
Governor.
The minority plan also established councils at each of the
institutions, composed of nine members to be appointed to the Governor.
While a great many of the powers of the Council were defined by the
Board of Regents, the institutional councils were created to give re-
presentation and participation at the institution. This was an import-
ant selling point to keep both the general public and the politicians
happy by addressing the fundamental and philosophical policy issue which
is the balance between a centralized and decentralized system.
The final outcome of the Conference Committee was a reorganiza-
tional plan based mainly on the minority report. The proposal set up
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a strongly centralized and very powerful Board of Regents. The Governor
would have the authority to appoint all fifteen members. The plan does
eliminate the Board of Higher Education, the Secretary of Education, and
the five segmental boards of trustees. The plan also abolishes central
offices of the five segments.
On July 2, 1980, the Governor appointed James R. Martin, a
Springfield insurance executive. Chairman of the Board of Regents.
Named to the Board were:
/- George Hazzard, past President of Worcester Polytechnic
Institute and member of the Reorganization Commission
- Dr. Charles Sanders, General Director of Massachusetts General
Hospital
Elizabeth Rawlins, Associate Dean at Simmons College
- David Beaubien, Vice President of E.G. and G., Inc.
- Arnold Friedman, Editor of the Springfield Morning Union and
member of the Reorganization Commission
g> Reverend Francis Nicholson, Professor at Boston College Law
School
- An Wang, President of Wang Laboratories, Inc. and member of
the Board of Higher Education.
On July 31, Governor King and Chairman Martin announced the final
seven appointees to the Board of Regents. Those named were:
- Foster Fucolo, former Governor of Massachusetts and a member
of the Reorganization Commission
qy Sister Janet Eisner, President of
Emmanual College and member
of the Board of Community Colleges
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- David Paresky, President of Crimson Travel Service, recent ap-
pointee to the Massport board of directors and member of the
Board of Higher Education
- George Ellison, founder of a Boston insurance firm and chair-
man of the State Collge Board of Trustees
- Robert Cushman, chairman of the board of the Norton Company
Qj - Norman Zalkind, chairman of the Board of Trustees for
Southeastern Massachusetts University
- Ray Stata, President and Chairman of the Board of Analog De-
vices, first President of the Massachusetts High Technology
Council, and member of the New England Board of Higher Educa-
tion Commission.
Paul Guzzi, Secretary of State, was appointed acting Chancellor
while the search process was being conducted for a permanent chancellor.
The budget authority and how funds are to be appropriated are the
major changes and concerns under the new system. Under the budget plan,
the Board of Regents will submit one consolidated budget to the Governor
and House and Senate Ways and Means. The Legislature will then appro-
priate all higher education funds in a single-line item to the Regents,
which in turn will allocate funds to the individual institutions.
The exception to the Regent's allocation is in the personnel
accounts where the Legislature will set the specific amount of funds for
each institution. The Board of Regents cannot appropriate funds below
the level set by the Legislature without approval of the House and
Senate Ways and Means Committees, and the Administration and Finance
Division of the Executive Branch. In actuality, this means the
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politicians still control approximately eighty-five percent of each
institution's budget. The local boards of trustees can transfer funds
allocated by the Regents, but in the case of the 01 account (salaries),
must have the approval of the House Ways and Means and Administration
and Finance.
The Board of Regents will have authority over personnel policies,
collective bargaining, tuition policy, and admission standards. The
budget plan gives the Regents power to establish, review, approve, amend
and discontinue programs. However, in order for the Board to consoli-
date, discontinue, or transfer divisions, schools, stations, colleges,
branches, or institutions, it must submit a written report to the Clerks
of the House and Senate, have a public hearing, and have the approval of
two thirds of the full membership of the Regents.
Under the reorganization plan, each institution will have one
local board of trustees, composed of eight members. The University of
Massachusetts will have one board for the three campuses. The local
boards will have general advisory powers in the areas of mission
statements, budget and transferability of funds, collective bargaining,
labor relations affairs, and admissions standards. The trustees will
have the authority to establish fees, to appoint, transfer, dismiss,
promote and award tenure to personnel in accordance with the Board of
Regents' policies; to implement and evaluate affirmative action
policies; and to administer property of the Commonwealth.
On June 10, 1980, the Legislature, in a much heated debate,
approved a plan, in the outside section, of the state budget to
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reorganize public higher education. The few legislators who opposed the
plan voiced several major concerns which included using the budgetary
process to reorganize higher education, criticizing the highly cen-
tralized power of the Board of Regents. They also felt that the
Governor would have too much control over higher education. Also, there
was a great deal of concern regarding the viability of the institutional
boards and the lack of representation under the new system.
The majority of the legislators spoke on the positive features of
the plan which they claim includes a more cohesive operation of higher
education. The Board of Regents, they feel, will have the ability to
tie overall planning with good fiscal management, due to the newly-
vested power of the Board to allocate funds.
The legislation signed into law called for the Secretary of
Education's office to be abolished on July 1, 1980. Governor King met
with strong reaction from Charles Memusi Johnson, former Secretary of
Education, relative to the reorganization plan which eliminated his de-
partment. Johnson accused the Governor of planning to use his new con-
trol for patronage and political payoffs, and also called for Governor
King's impeachment.
On December 1, 1980, the permanent Chancellor of the Board and the
individual boards of trustees were supposed to be named according to
statute, but there has been a "political" delay. In March of 1981, the
new Board of Regents was sworn in, and all outgoing segmental employees
were officially dismissed.
On June 11, 1980, following passage of the reorganization plan
attached to the budget (ch. 329), the Special Commission on
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reorganization questioned its continuing role and function. It was
voted that a delegation of Commission members meet with the Governor and
legislative leadership to "discuss the future role of the Commission."
The membership of the Special Commission wanted to continue working in
one of three possible directions. These included: continuing work on a
Boston plan, serving as a springboard for gradual implementation, or
assisting the new chancellor as he/she establishes an administrative
team.
Future development will determine the ultimate success and
credibility of the newly created sytem. Prompt oversight and audit pro-
cedures will probably be necessary to revamp and reform the new system
as it begins operation. At this point, assurance that the members of
the Board of Regents make themselves accessible, responsive, and
accountable to the people and institutions which their decisions will
affect is imperative.
In the final analysis, the reorganization plan gives a tremendous
amount of power to the Board, but it does not specifically describe how
this authority is to be used in all instances. "It is an oversimplifi-
cation to speak of the Commonwealth's policy for higher education, for
there is no closely integrated or well articulated body of policy."
16
This comment made by Chase years before reorganization is still very
appropriate today for the new direction or lack of direction for public
higher education in Massachusetts.
16Francis S. Chase, Some Comments of Higher Education Policy
in
Massachusetts
,
(Washington, 0.C.1 Academy for Educational Development,
Inc., Feb. 1973), p. 1.
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There are strengths and weaknesses in the new system. Massachu-
setts is still a newcomer to public higher education compared to other
states. It will be to the system's advantage to take a careful look at
other states' higher educational organizations so change can be made
without re-inventing the entire structure. It is also appropriate to
state the fact that higher education in Massachusetts is very simply
unique. Massachusetts is the only state in the nation with near even
resident enrollment in the public and private sector. It should be
noted that the enrollment in the private sector consists of many out-of-
state residents. In addition we have a paradox in our state system:
Massachusetts is considered by many as the hub of the higher education
universe, because of our historical higher education resources. Yet the
public system is rated 48th in the United States in terms of per capita
funding of higher educational institutions.
The data in Appendix A are offered as an indication of the dimen-
sions and scope of higher education in Massachusetts and nationally.
The statistics show an ever increasing proportion of the Commonwealth
students in public supported institutions of higher learning.
An Emerging Field for Change
While conducting an extensive literature review on the issue of
reorganization and the changing relationship between the state and
higher education, this researcher has determined that the field is re-
latively new, emerging mainly in the last two decades. The main con-
cerns were chiefly with the aspects, circumstances and implications of
the trend towards increasing state regulations and control over higher
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education, and that very little attention has been given to the dynamics
of reorganization. This can be seen in the way reorganization was
included and passed in an outside section of the fiscal 1981 Massachu-
setts budget.
Despite early work by Bordy (1935) to analyze the historical and
legal background establishing academic independence for the American
academy, interest in the field began largely as a result of the rapid
growth of public higher education in the 1960's. During those years,
states rushed to create boards of higher education or similar statewide
coordinating agencies to assist in a rational development of the
institution. Mirroring these concerns, authors such as Berdahl (1971),
Glenny et al
.
(1971), and Millard (1976) analyzed the development and
operation of state-wide coordinating agencies. Concurrently, the
Educational Commissions of the States (1971, 1973), and Usdan et al
.
(1969) supported the concept of such a structure as more desirable than
the direct intervention by state governors and legislatures.
With this in mind, individuals in the field of higher education
quickly turned their attention to a broader set of issues concerned with
state-wide governance and the politics of state regulation in an era of
limited financial resources and changing governmental expectations.
Cheit (1971) sounded early the alarm of a "new depression in higher
education" with his examination of the financial difficulties beginning
to appear in many colleges and universities. The Carnegie Commission on
Higher Education affirmed the central role of state support for public
higher education, but quickly voiced its concern about' the erosion of
institutional autonomy (1971, 1973, 1976).
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Still others, to determine the changing role of the state in
education, examined the attitudes and actions of key state decision-
makers. Eulau and Quinley (1970), for example, surveyed state officials
to find that legislators were generally supportive of higher education
and reluctant to intervene in academic matters. More recently, however,
Berdahl (1978), and Glenny and Bowen (1977), have found state
legislators and their staffs now feel they are both more capable and
willing to act independently on matters affecting traditional academic
values and concerns. In the area of budgeting for higher education,
Bowen and Glenny (1976), Glenny (1977), and Millard (1977), have noted a
substantial shift in decision-making power away from institutions and
statewide coordinating agencies toward the budget staffs of governors
and state legislatures.
Unfortunately, the work of the Special Commission regarding re-
organization seems to have gone to waste. Despite the perceived needs,
concerns and expectations of many people for higher education to
reallocate its resources, reduce its scale of operations and respond to
the centralizing forces of state politics, relatively little is still
known about what caused the political undermining of the democratic
reorganization process by the Legislative and Executive branch. Several
assumptions can be made from my observations while working at the State
House. First, politicians give great lip service regarding public par-
ticipation, but when it comes down to it they refuse to relinquish their
powers. Secondly, the political leadership really feels it has more
knowledge and management experience than the "pie in the sky"
educators.
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The History and Development of Educational Governance
Coordinating boards are not a new phenomenon. In 1784, the first
one was established by the first regular session of the New York
legislature as "the Regents of the University of the State of New York"
to serve as the trustees or governing board for the reconstituted King's
College as Columbia University, but it was also empowered to serve as
trustees for "such schools or colleges as might be established in any
other part of the state." 17 The law was revised in 1787 giving
Columbia its own board of trustees; but giving supervisory power to the
regents for academies, schools and colleges "to enable them to mold the
several institutions into a unity that would serve the best interests of
the people of the state as a whole." 18
The first state educational board in the country was a higher
education board; a consolidated governing board for a short period and
then, for almost two centuries, a coordinating board. From the
beginning, this board had the explicit responsibility and power to make
plans and policies for higher education without regard to distinctions
in public and private control. It should be noted that the first board
only had responsibility for higher education until the twentieth
century; then, they also were charged with the governance of elementary
and secondary education.
17 Frank Abbott, Government Policy and Higher Education ,
(Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1938), p. 14.
18 Ibid., p. 14.
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Before the end of the nineteenth century, four states had
established consolidated governing boards for-their public institutions,
and Florida had developed its unique board of education consisting of
the governor and his cabinet, which still has the responsibility for
coordinating all levels of education in the state.
By the end of World War II, seventeen states had established cen-
tral higher education agencies. The fourteen of these states with con-
solidated governing boards recognized early, as Robert Berdahl has
pointed out, that in periods of expansion the assumption that individual
institutional lay boards would protect the public interest is only par-
tially true because of the legitimate ambitions of such boards for their
own institutions.^
Essentially, these states decided to control premature expansion
and proliferation and financial commitments going beyond the states' re-
sources or needs. The Georgia consolidated governing board, established
during the 1931 Depression, in the name of financial exigency, actually
eliminated ten institutions.
The real pressures for statewide coordination began in the fifties
and accelerated in the sixties and early seventies. Six more coordinat-
ing boards, three of which later changed to consolidated governing
boards (North Carolina, Wisconsin, and Utah), appeared during the
fifties. The fifties were also the period of the flowering of voluntary
coordinating arrangements.
19Robert 0. Berdahl, Statewide Coordination of Higher Education ,
(Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education, 19/1), p. 27.
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Such voluntary coordination, however, had two major weaknesses.
First, since the success of such arrangements depended entirely on the
willingness of the presidents and institutions to cooperate, they tended
only to survive so long as the institutions were not of a competing na-
ture. Second, when voluntary coordination did work, as Lyman Glenny has
pointed out, it tended to preserve the status quo and be dominated by
the major or largest institutions. 20
As other institutions grew stronger, they tended to challenge the
dominant institutions and the need for more formal coordination and
regulation became evident. During the sixties and early seventies,
virtually all of the voluntary structures for statewide coordination
disappeared.
It was not by chance that the major period of acceleration in the
development of state higher education agencies and boards occurred dur-
ing the most rapid period of expansion of higher education in the his-
tory of the country— 1960 to 1975. While all types of institutions
increased in size, by far the major growth was in public institutions.
In 1950 about half the students in the country were in private insti-
tutions. Today, only twenty-one percent of the students are in private
institutions. Total higher education enrollments in 1960 were about 3.7
million students. In the fall of 1976 enrollments had reached 11.2
million. Total higher education expenditures in 1960 amounted to $5.6
billion. Today it is over $42 billion. In the 1960 ' s community
20lyman Glenny, Campus and Capital , (Boulder, Colorado, Western
Interstate Commission for Higher Education, 1966), p. 38.
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and junior colleges were only a small segment of higher education. Now
they account for over one third of all students in post secondary
education.
In the 1960's, as stated previously, the immediate problem was to
expand the higher education establishment to accommodate an enormous
influx of students. New institutions were established; existing
campuses expanded and added new programs; institutions grew horizontally
and vertically. This was period of rapid expansion. "Because of the
commitment of the states to the values of competitive excellence, the
leaders and citizens wanted the system to grow; because of great
demographic and economic pressures, it had to grow; because of the
availability of substantial financial resources from many quarters, it
could grow. "21
The rapid expansion of the 1960 ' s created pressing organizational
problems, characterized as follows: "When new structural units appear
—whether by differentiation, structural addition, or segmentation--
they pose new integrative problems for the system. First, by which
principles and mechanisms will resources be allocated to the new units?
Second, what effect will the presence of new units have on the process
of adjudication of demands for allocation of resources? Third, how will
the activities of the new units be coordinated?"^
21 j . h. Smelser and G. Almond, eds.. Public Higher Education
in California, (Berkeley, California: University of California Press,
1974), p. 33.
22 Ibi d. , p. 38.
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Most institutions responded to large increases in enrollment by
requesting much more state support, often without examining the
character, quality, and differential costs of institutional and sys-
temwide missions and related programs of education and research. Pro-
gressive deceleration of growth, associated with little or no increase
(and perhaps a decrease) in financial support measured in constant dol-
lars, is now forcing institutions and systems to make hard decisions.
For example, the University of California, responding to reduced enroll-
ment projection and the need to husband its declining financial re-
sources, revised its growth estimates downward, set lower enrollment
ceilings for some campuses, and distributed some specialized curricula
among them instead of trying to make each campus into a comprehensive
institution. At one point, resources were transferred from Berkeley and
University of Southern California to some of its new campuses.
The 1 970 ' s was a period of harsh realities. Expansion of higher
education facilities led to substantial increases in costs; the kind of
education produced came to be questioned more and more critically by
students, the general public, and educators themselves. Recipients of
advanced professional and graduate degrees--and in some occupational
fields, even baccalaureate degrees--began to glut the job market and to
compete desperately for scarce or non-existent jobs. There developed
widespread concern over the extent to which there had been overexpansion
and needless duplication of higher education programs.
Contributing to these difficulties, there has been a general
lessening of public confidence in American colleges and universities.
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This has resulted partially from a reaction to the role of the uni-
versity campus as the place of political dissent, injustices in
society's and government's treatment of minority racial and ethnic
groups, and failure of the institutions to direct their resources to
domestic problems. Also Instrumental in producing a devaluation of
higher education in the eyes of Individuals has been the public's dis-
taste for some of the radical methods of political dissent employed by
students, ranging from mass demonstrations to occasional acts of vio-
lence and destruction of property.
Nationally, there began a wholesale reassessment of the priorities
to be assigned various public problems. Matters of health, welfare, and
environmental quality came to assume a status equal to or perhaps even
greater than that customarily accorded higher education. Simultane-
ously the federal government began to reduce or eliminate many types of
financial support it had been giving to higher education. At the state
level, there was increasing public resistance to the constantly rising
tax burden, with the consequence that many state and local governments
found themselves hard pressed to meet normal incremental increases in
costs of established programs, much less the costs associated with new
programs. For the first time in many years, institutions of higher
education had to compete on nearly equal terms with a wide and growing
range of agencies for relatively scarce tax dollars.
Finally, there developed widespread concern both within and out-
side higher education. Was higher education sufficiently responsive
to new or emerging societal needs? Besides questioning the relevance
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of higher education, many of those having influence in state politics
and government began to question the extent to which the colleges and
universities were truly accountable to the people of the state for the
effective use of public resources allocated to higher education. Both
in the legislature and executive offices of state government, there de-
veloped a concern for the establishment of means for ensuring orderly
and rational distribution of these resources so as to meet statewide
educational needs.
In almost all states, three major issues have by now become para-
mount in the field of higher education: (1) how to orient programs so
as to meet the needs of the state's whole system of higher education,
rather than have policy defined by competitive institutions that are
largely attempting to advance their own separate, parochial interests;
(2) how to create a system responsive to new needs, having capacity for
change and innovation, without producing a reduction in quality that
will preclude desirable differentiation in institutional missions and
programs; and (3) how to insure that the public colleges and univer-
sities efficiently utilize the resources made available to them. These
concerns have led state policymakers to seek greater centralization of
decision-making authority in higher education, in the hopes that further
concentration of power will lead to greater responsiveness and
accountabi 1 ity
.
By 1970, reliance on voluntary coordination among institutions of
higher education disappeared. The states turned to advisory or regula-
tory coordinating agencies. Still, other states achieved coordination
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through utilization of a single governing board for all of public higher
education.
Overall, there has been a trend toward even stronger forms of
coordination. Changes in coordinating structures invariably have been
from "weaker" to "stronger" coordinating mechanisms. However, until
very recently, the strongest form, (consolidated governing board), was
utilized almost entirely in the smaller states, in those having few
public colleges and universities, and in those with less complex systems
of higher education.
Facing financial exigencies, state governments have forced
coordinating boards and systemwide governing boards to curtail or
streamline their post secondary education systems. For example, on
January 8, 1975, the governor asked the board of regents of the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin system to submit to him and the legislature "a plan
for phasing out, phasing down, or consolidating institutions and pro-
grams, including a statement of language to be inserted into the 1975-77
biennial budget which would authorize implementation of the plan." The
governor's proposal was later withdrawn. In New York the State
Education Department evaluated doctoral programs at SUNY and recommended
that certain doctoral programs be discontinued. This appraisal by the
department created controversy—not only over criteria of evaluation,
but also over the "invasion" of institutional autonomy by a government
agency. In February 1976, the trustees of SUNY, in an effort to clarify
the jurisdictions of the University and the department, voted to
challenge in court the authority of the department to terminate doctoral
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programs. The state supreme court upheld the department's action and
the SUNY trustees voted to appeal the decision. 23
Financial austerity has had other significant effects on higher
education. One of these is the movement of the decision process up the
hierarchy, both within institutions and in state-wide systems. Increas-
ing complexity and size also lead to an augmentation of authority at
various levels both in institutions and in systems.
With continuing financial austerity, the focus of coordination
changes. The allocation of rapidly expanding resources among
institutions and programs is supplanted by trade-offs in the dis-
tribution of scarce resources. Some programs must be funded at the
expense of others, and old programs will be eliminated to free resources
for new ones. Loosely defined priorities must therefore be superseded
by explicit missions and objectives incorporated in periodically revised
master plans. Governing and coordinating boards that fail to deal
forthrightly with educational and institutional priorities will find
governors and legislatures making decisions for them. To make better
decisions, boards will be forced to evaluate existing programs and pro-
posals for new ones much more rigorously. To do so, they will have to
establish more effective information systems, adopt practical methods of
program budgeting to replace conventional line-item arrays, develop pro-
cedures for estimating quality, and devise means of measuring more
2 3Chronic1e of Higher Education , 31 January, 1977, p. 4.
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complete programs or the number of student credit hours produced per
full-time faculty member. 24
Not only institutions but whole educational systems will be re-
quired to measure their results against their designated missions and
their more specific objectives. They will be expected to show that out-
comes have been attained with reasonable economy of expenditure. In
these regards, institutions and systems will be accountable not only to
their governing and/or coordinating boards, but also to the legislature
who appropriates their funds, and finally, to the general public. The
mention of accountability immediately raises questions of institutional
autonomy, even of academic freedom.
The major responsibility for meeting this phenomenal demand has
rested with the states. With such major expansion it was not at all
surprising that governors and state legislatures created state coordi-
nating and governing boards to deal with the problems of expansion. In
fact, in most of the state laws establishing such agencies during this
period the stated purpose was "to provide for the orderly growth of
public higher education in the state. "25
Between 1960 and 1975, twenty-four new boards were established.
In contrast to pre-1960, most of the boards established since 1960 have
been coordinating rather than governing boards. The two exceptions are
24r. o. Berdahl, ed. , New Directions for Institutional
Research: Evaluating State Boards , (San Krancisco, California:
Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1975), No. 5. p. 36.
^^Glenny, Campus and Capital, p. 38.
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West Virginia and Maine, plus the changes noted in North Carolina,
Wisconsin, and Utah from coordinating to governing boards. Today, if
one includes the two states with executively appointed planning agencies
only, all fifty states have some form of state higher or post-secondary
board and agency. As a footnote, the Higher Education Council of
Wyoming was abolished by statute on March 3, 1978. Nineteen of these
are consolidated governing boards, eleven of which include all public
higher education institutions and eight of which include only senior
public institutions. Twenty-nine are coordinating agencies. Two are
executively appointed planning commissions only.
The tasks that face those responsible for planning comprehensive
systems and patterns of higher education are tremendous and sometimes
contradictory. One group of students of coordination proposed that
coordinating agencies--whether coordinating or consolidated governing
boards--shoul d take leadership in promoting diversity in educational
programs and types of institutions; in encouraging higher education to
respond to a wide spectrum of students' interests, aptitudes, and
abilities; in encouraging educational innovations; in stimulating the
improvement of under-graduate education; in making proposals to ensure
ease of student transfer between institutions and programs; in
encouraging lifelong education; in pressing for the establishment or
discontinuation of graduate and professional programs in order to meet
manpower and students' personal needs without oversupplying or
undersupplying the market; in promoting the funding of research and
public service; in devising methods for determining the kinds of
physical facilities required for all types of students and programs,
61
in encouraging the optimal use of new instructional technology; in
determining procedures for terminating unproductive obsolete, or
duplicative programs; and in recommending the appropriate division of
financial contributions between the student and the state and the part
that grants, scholarships, and loans should play in helping students
meet their obligations. Consolidated governing boards should accept
comparable responsibi 1 ities.^6
It is impossible for coordinating and consolidated governing
boards to accomplish these purposes without assistance. The boards will
need to mobilize the full resources of all the institutions involved;
solicit the assistance and collaboration of individual citizens; secure
the cooperation of a wide range of social and cultural organizations;
and keep the legislature, the governor, and the people of the state con-
tinually informed of the outcomes.
What kinds of agencies have been organized for statewide and sys-
temwide planning and coordination? And what changes have occurred in
their membership and in their powers?
The types of boards that serve the purpose of coordination, as
ordinarily classified, are as follows:
A. No Formal Coordination. Each institution has a governing board
which has either a constitutional or statutory base, but has
broad responsibility for the institution it serves. There is no
formal state-level coordinating agency for higher education, but
there may be arrangements among the several institutions, per-
haps recognized by statutes, for voluntary coordination.
B. Advisory Coordinating Board . Each institution has a governing
board with responsibility for the institution or is one of
several similar institutions governed by a common board. In
addition, a state-level coordinating agency with staff
26Glenny, Campus and Capital , p. 27.
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assistance collects information, makes studies, and provides
advice and recommendations to state government and to the
institutions and their governing boards on matters related to
higher education and its coordination and governance. The
coordinating agency includes public members and may include
institutional or governing board representatives, typically, but
not always, as a minority of the body.
C.
Regulatory Coordinating Board . The coordinating agency has
policy, regulatory, administrative, or governing authority in
specified areas of higher education and employs a professional
staff to assist it in the discharge of its responsibi lites.
Powers not given the coordinating agency (and not held by state
government) are left to institutional governing boards which
have less than complete responsibility for the institutions they
serve. The specific powers granted coordinating agencies of
this type vary so widely that, at one extreme, its "final
authority" powers are so limited that it comes very close to
being in the "advisory" category; at the other extreme, its
powers are so broad that it approaches serving as a consolidated
governing board.
D.
Governing Board. A single board of control has responsibility
for all public institutions of higher education in the state,
except that public junior or community colleges may or may not
come within its purview. A few states fit this pattern because
there is only one public institution or one public four-year
institution in the state. Where there is more than one college
or university in the system, lay boards are sometimes retained
for individual institutions, but their functions are solely
advisory in nature. The pattern usually includes a strong cen-
tral executive officer (President or Chancellor) reporting to
the consolidated board.
The situation is more complicated than the fourfold classificaton
suggests, particularly when the private sector is involved in the
coordinating process. Several patterns of campus governance exist among
the states, including individual campus boards; multi-campus boards for
certain sectors, such as university and state college systems; a single
consolidated governing board; and a mixed pattern. Coordinating boards
O *7
may be superimposed on some of these governing boards.
27Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, The
States and Higher Education: A Proud Past and a Vital
Future, (San
Francisco, California: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1976), p.
3 .
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The following table shows the incidence of the four types of
coordinating agencies and changes in their distribution between 1940 and
1976:
Number of States Classified by Type of Statewide Structure for
Coordination in Higher Education, 1940-197628
Type of Coordinating
St ructure 1940 1950 1960 1965 1970 1974
Aug.
1976
None 33 28 17 7 2 2 2
Voluntary Association 0 3 6 3 2 1 0
Advisory Coordinating Board 1 1 5 11 13 11 9
Coordinating Board with
Regulatory Powers 1 2 6 12 14 17 20
Consolidated Governing Board 11 14 16 17 19 19 19
Total 48 48 50 50 50 50 50
The structures, functions and power of these boards vary
considerably from state to state. In fact, there are no two that are
exactly alike. The boards vary in the number of institutions under
their purview and their responsibilities. Even among governing board
states, some boards govern most or all public- postsecondary institutions
and some senior or four-year institutions only. In most
governing board
states, governance is wholly centralized; however, in two states.
North
28serdahl
,
New Directions for Institutional Research, p. 37
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Carolina and Utah, governance is to some extent decentralized through
institutional boards of trustees or institutional councils with re-
stricted but delegated power from the central board.
Coordinating boards vary even more widely than governing boards.
They range from states like Oklahoma where the state regents submit a
consolidated budget and appropriations are made to the regents who allo-
cate funds among institutions, review and approve all programs and are
responsible for planning for all postsecondary education, to states like
Wyoming where the Higher Education Council sought no program review or
budgetary function and became primarily a legislatively authorized
planning and advisory agency.
Some seventeen states fall into the group that Robert Berdahl
would call strong or regulatory coordinating boards in that according to
their authorizing legislation they have the power to approve programs
and submit consolidated or aggregated budgets to the governor and
legislature. In addition, there are two states in which the board
approves programs, but has no statutory role in the budgeting process
and one state with program approval that sets formulas rather than
budgets. In two other states the boards submit an aggregated or
consolidated budget and review but do not have approval power over pro-
grams.
This leaves eight states where the board is technically an
advisory board only charged with given advice both to institutions and
state government. But among these eight are three states where in
practice the board's advice on programs is equivalent to approval. Just
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to complicate the picture further, in eight of the states the board or
agency responsible for postsecondary education is also responsible for
elementary-secondary education and in four of these, the same person is
the chief state school officer and the state higher education executive
officer. In six states the board or its executive officer has cabinet
status.
It should be noted that to date, no state that has established a
coordinating or consolidated governing board has abandoned it for a re-
turn to no coordination or voluntary coordination. Where coordinating
boards have been given up—as in North Carolina, Wisconsin and Utah--
they have been replaced by consolidated boards. If there is a trend, it
has been toward increasing the role or power of such boards, including
governing boards. Between 1970 and 1975, twenty-three states modified
their state higher education agencies and with two possible exceptions,
the modifications were in the direction of strengthening them. In 1976
alone, seventeen states at least considered modification primarily in
the direction of strengthening board power and functions.
Ironically, boards across the country are in trouble, but the
trouble is not that they are too strong, but that they are perceived as
not having sufficient power to do what legislators and governors expect.
The unanswered question is that even if boards had and exercised more
power, do they really have the ability to protect institutions from out-
side political pressures. The Board of Regents in California, which
used its power, was criticized for not being responsive enough to public
opinion, and to the executive and legislative branches. At any rate.
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powerful boards should not be seen as the panacea to solve future con-
frontations.
Governance Today
With fifty different boards across the country--fifty-three, to be
exact, including the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and the Virgin
Islands--no two are exactly alike. They have been created in individual
states to meet indigenous problems, many of which are analogous among
groups of states or even across the states but which are not identical.
This is important to keep in mind, for otherwise generalizations come
easily and are likely to be either mistaken or seriously misleading.
The fact that forty-eight states have legislatively, and in some
cases constitutionally, authorized coordinating or governing boards is
rather strong evidence that they were created to meet real needs that
were not or could not be met by institutions separately. Perhaps the
fundamental need is best expressed in the 1787 New York legislation
creating the Board of Regents, "to enable them to mold the several
institutions into a unity that would serve the best interests of the
people of the state as a whole.
"
29
The fact that other boards did not appear until toward the end of
the nineteenth century and the major movement of states to create boards
is a phenomenon of the last twenty-five years is an index of the
increased importance of higher education as a public policy issue in the
light of the number of people concerned and involved. When, as in 1900,
29Abbott, Government Policy and Higher Education, p. 14.
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only 4 percent of the ei ghteen-to-twenty-four-year-old population was in
higher educational institutions, higher education was hardly a matter of
major state or federal concern. Beginning with the returning veterans
and continuing to today, the situation is very different.
Many state legislators and governors desire not to have to deal
with interinstitutional rivalries directly in executive chambers, in
legislative committees, and on the legislative floors, but to find a
means of improving them beforehand. Admittedly, there was and still is
more than a little legislative ambivalence on this, particularly in re-
lation to any institutions in a legislator's home district.
Given the charges and the concerns, how well have statewide
coordinating and governing boards performed? Here the answer almost has
to be: with varying degrees of success. I have no intention of offer-
ing a report card on the state agencies as the Carnegie Council
attempted to offer on the states. 30
State agencies have made mistakes. Some have not involved
institutions as fully as might be desired in the planning process. Usu-
ally when this has occurred the plan itself has gathered dust on the
shelf. Some have found themselves, or let themselves, be caught between
legislative and gubernatori al clashes, or even in a few cases political
conflicts within the state in which they could not win.
Some have so identified themselves or been identified with their
institutions as to lose credibility with the legislature or the
governor. Others have been so identified with their legislature or
30Carnegie Foundation, The States and Higher Education , p. 28
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governor as to lose even minimal institutional confidence and to en-
courage end runs. Some have not clearly distinguished the role of the
board from that of the institutional or segmental governing boards and
have moved into areas best left to institutions. Some, as noted, have
disappeared and been replaced by stronger agencies.
On the other side of the ledger, and recognizing as is obviously
the case, that other factors in addition to the existence and activities
of statewide agencies contributed to the results, the very fact that
states were able to respond to the onslaught of students, suggests that
these boards have played a critically important role. As Clark Kerr has
pointed out elsewhere, during the period of expansion, while not every
student necessarily got into the particular institution he or she wanted
to, no student was turned away for lack of space. 3 *
It should be pointed out that during this period even the so-
called "flagship" institutions could not have, and had no intention of,
including all students. If anything, their concerns were with greater
selectivity, developing research potential, and becoming "great
institutions."
Without the statewide concerns with diversification to meet
needs--devel opment of community colleges, strengthening the role of
teachers' colleges as state colleges or regional universities, creation
of specialized institutions, concern with equity--in other words, with-
out the balance state-wide boards were established to try to facilitate,
31ciark Kerr, The Changing Face of Higher Education , (Atlanta,
Georgia: Southern Regi onal Educational Board, 1973), p. 33.
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the picture might look far more chaotic and public distrust might be
considerably greater than it is today.
One of the lessons that has been rather clearly learned by most
states in the process is that "representative" boards tend not to work
very effectively. They have some of the same shortcomings that the
older voluntary coordinating arrangements did. While boards need as
much advice as possible from presidents and institutional representa-
tives, to include such representatives as voting members on the board
will only cause problems because they have the tendency to overreact or
take no action on any issue that involves conflict of the vested inter-
ests of institutions.
Profile of the State's Higher Education Governance
and Coordinating Structures
An analysis of the fifty states, and their governance/coordina-
tion structure is necessary to draw a reasonable conclusion for the
Massachusetts system. Most of the data in this section were abstracted
from either the State Postsecondary Profile Handbook or from The States
and Higher Education .
Geography and size are both factors in predicting the form of
governance/coordination a state may adopt. Twelve of the eighteen with
governing boards are west of the Mississippi River. Four are in the
South, and only Maine and Rhode Island in the Northeast have chosen this
governance form.
It cannot be explained why states with fewer institutions seem to
find the governing board structure more suitable to their needs than do
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states with larger systems of higher education. Appendix B shows that
fourteen states with the smallest total number of institutions (each
with less than twenty institutions) have eleven governing board
structures, one coordinating board structure, and two "other." This is
in contrast to the nine states with the largest number of institutions,
including Massachusetts. One, North Carolina, has the governing board
structure. Maine (with eighteen institutions) and Rhode Island (with
nine institutions), the two Northeastern states using the governing
board model, rank toward the bottom in the nation in terms of numbers of
institutions.
Among the twenty-eight states with coordinating boards, there is a
variety of governance models. In sixteen states the senior institutions
are organized into one or more multi -campus governing boards and one or
more single campus governing boards. Eleven states have one or more
multi-campus boards and no single campus boards. (Among these. New
Hampshire and Oregon have only one multi -campus board each, with a sin-
gle community college board each. New York has only two multi -campus
boards, CUNY and SUNY, which include the community colleges.) One state
has no multi-campus boards, with every institution governed by its own
board.
Thirteen of the coordinating board states have a single statewide
board for community colleges, or they are governed by the Board of Edu-
cation, ten have local boards, and four states include community col-
leges in multi-campus boards. One state has a mixed pattern, with some
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community colleges included in multi-campus boards, and some having
local boards.
Massachusetts governance structure was in the norm among coor-
dinating boards states, having two multi-campus boards for senior insti-
tutions, two single campus boards, and a single statewide board for
community colleges.
The predominant pattern for selection and appointment of members
of the Coordinating Board, found in sixteen of the twenty-eight coor-
dinating board states is appointment by the governor with the consent or
confirmation by either the House of Representatives or Senate. In seven
states the governor appears to have the sole appointment power, and in
three states, some members are appointed by the governor and some mem-
bers are appointed by one or more houses of the legislature and/or
others. In Michigan, the board members are elected, and in New York,
they are elected by the legislature.
Institutional or segmental participation is not the norm, with
only nine of the twenty-eight coordinating board states featuring such
participation. In one of those states, Kentucky, the institutional
representatives are nonvoting members. In all but one of the coordi-
nating board states, Massachusetts, the coordinating board was the 1202
Commi ssion.
Eight of the states with a coordinating board structure have a
system whereby the board recommends a consolidated budget. In five of
these eight states, the boards have the power to approve programs, while
Connecticut has fairly strong explicit powers of program review. This
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tendency to have relatively strong program approval /rev iew powers in
concert with the consolidated budget, reinforces the image of these
boards with consolidated budget powers, as being generally stronger
overall. Size of state in terms of total number of institutions, also
seems to affect the governance/coordination structures selected. Ear-
lier, it was pointed out that among the fourteen states with the small-
est total number of institutions, there was a tendency to adopt the con-
solidated governing board model. The next eighteen states, those which
rank 15th-32nd in terms of smallest to largest in total number of insti-
tutions show a tendency to adopt a coordinating board structure with a
consolidated budget. Of the eight states with this structure, six of
them fall within this group. Only two (Illinois and Ohio) of the states
larger than this group (over 53 total institutions have adopted a con-
solidated budget [see Appendix B]). It appears that a less centralized
structure, such as a coordinating board, without consolidated budget
power, is most successful at managing large numbers of institutions.
The twenty-eight coordinating board states show a broad spectrum
of program evaluation powers. These powers are difficult to analyze
without a great deal of additional study, describing in detail the
criteria used and the operating procedures adopted. According to the
data, six state boards have program review power, and fourteen have
program approval power. One board in Nebraska has no program evaluation
responsibilities, and the remaining seven have responsibilities which
are not clearly stated in the available data.
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All of the six boards limited to program review are classified as
advisory. However, even among advisory boards, the scope of power is
not easily known. One board is listed as responsible for reviewing new
and existing programs, yet due to its advisory nature, it must be
assumed that it has no powers to develop or implement policy as a result
of these evaluations. The New Hampshire board, also advisory, operates
under the statement that, "no postsecondary institution in the state may
award a degree without approval by the commission." Much additional
research would be required to ascertain whether this power is
interpreted in a sweeping manner to withhold approval of programs, or
whether it is merely meant to .signify a general institutional
accreditation function. Since it includes private institutions, as well
as the public sector, there is some reason to believe that it is a
relatively weak power.
In those states with regulatory coordinating boards, the pattern
of program approval powers is even less clear. Two boards have the
power to approve programs and to recommend termination, while one board
has the power to approve new programs and review existing programs.
While neither of these states appear ready to grant the coordinating
boards explicit termination powers, they do recognize that programmatic
decisions must be addressed from two sides, contraction as well as
expansion. Six boards, all of which are classified as regulatory, have
responsibilities which are either unusual, difficult to classify, or
unclear from the available data. Two of these have powers which clearly
are weaker than those generally associated with a regulatory board. In
New Mexico, the board has the responsibility to review and approve
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graduate programs only, while in Texas, the board has only an advisory
role in program evaluation.
Table 1 lists those nine states vrfilch have been Identified as com-
parable to Massachusetts prior to June 1980 reorganization. Their
selection was based on the strength of the private sector in the state.
An initial pool of states was identified by selecting all states which
had at least 25% of their FTE enrollments in the private sector. (See
Appendix D.)
TABLE 1
NINE STATES COMPARABLE TO MASSACHUSETTS
Name
% of Total FTE Enrol 1-
ment in Independent
Institutions
Number of 4 Year
Independent
Institutions
Number of 4
Year Public
Institutions
Massachusetts 57% 63 15
11 li noi s 28% 82 13
Indi ana 26% 36 13
Mi nnesota 25% 31 10
Missouri 30% 51 13
New Jersey 26% 27 14
New York 43% 165 40
Ohio 25% 64 14
Pennsyl vania 41% 107 23
Tennessee 26% 38 11
The list was further refined by eliminating those states which
were significantly smaller in terms of total number of four-year
i nsti tutions.
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All of the states have Coordinating Board structures. This is in
contrast to those states which are least like Massachusetts. Of the
fourteen states, with the lowest percentage of FTE students in the pri-
vate sector (see Appendix D), five (36%) have Coordinating Boards, eight
(57%) have Governing Boards, and one (7%) has another type of structure.
Among all fifty states, 56% have Coordinating Boards, 36% have Governing
Boards, and 8% have another type of structure. This could indicate that
states which are most like Massachusetts are most likely to have a coor-
dinating structure. Of the nine coordinating boards, eight, like Massa-
chusetts, are regulatory, with only Minnesota having an advisory board.
The most striking thing about the nine states most like Massa-
chusetts is the extent to which their governance structures are similar
to Massachusetts. In the governance structures, five have a combination
of multi -campus and single-campus boards and four have multi -campus
boards only. In four of the states, the community colleges are governed
by local boards, in three by statewide boards, and in two, they are part
of the multi-campus boards.
Overall, of the nine states which have been selected for further
analysis because of their similarity to Massachusetts, the coordinating
boards have the powers, which one would normally associate with a
coordinating board. Although Illinois, New Jersey and Ohio appear to
have additional power in the budget area, there is no evidence that they
have parallel types of power in the area of planning or program
approval. Indiana, on the other hand, has review power over ongoing
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programs. There is no evidence that this power is supported by strong
power in the areas of planning or budget.
In summary, the states with the least number of institutions tend
to have a governing board structure. As the number of institutions use
the governing structure changes to a coordinating board with a consoli-
dated budget and the states with the most institutions have a coordinat-
ing board without a consolidated budget.
States that were comparable to Massachusetts are likely to have a
coordinating rather than a governing structure.
Most coordinating boards in states like Massachusetts have powers
and resources which are fairly traditional for coordinating boards, and
quite similar to those formerly held by the Massachusetts Board of
Higher Education.
The governance structure of Massachusetts public higher education
conforms closely with the norm of the twenty-eight states with
coordinating boards and the nine most like Massachusetts.
An assumption must be made that the structure in each state
evolved over a period of time through a process of analyzing the
particular circumstances that make the system work best for higher
education. If this assumption is accepted, then the conclusions stated
previously provide a benchmark as to whether and how to change the
governance/coordination structure within Massachusetts.
These particular conclusions offer no overwhelming reasons for
drastic change. Since nine of the large states most like Massachusetts,
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by virtue of the total number of institutions in the state, tend to have
coordinating rather than governing structures, there is little evidence
for supporting a move to a governing structure. The obvious question
would be whether evidence can be gathered that a highly centralized sys-
tem can work wi th a large number of diverse constituent units.
The evidence regarding the nature of the coordinating board is not
as conclusive as that pointing toward continuation of a coordinating
board structure. In the nine states most like Massachusetts, the
coordinating boards have powers, on the whole not much different from
those held by the Board of Higher Education. However, this is rather
cautionary, due to the lack of specificity of the data, particularly in
the area of planning and program evaluation.
As in the area of the type of governance/coordination structure,
and then the nature of the board, the preceding analysis presents no
overwhelming evidence suggesting the need to change the governance
structure in Massachusetts, since the existing is the norm, both within
the twenty-eight coordinating board states, and within that subgroup
which represent the nine states most like Massachusetts.
Finally, the funding (see Appendix E) for states with coordinating
board structures obtain the highest proportion of state general reve-
nues, states with governing boards fare next, and states with coordinat-
ing boards with consolidated budget powers fare least well (see Appendix
F).
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Conclusions and Recommendations
Given these facts, this researcher will explain why he assumes
there is a disillusionment with coordination. A single state governing
board (Regents) for Massachusetts public higher education institutions
appears to establish a system which can be directly controlled by a sin-
gle group of lay citizens, and with its staff, has primary responsi-
bility for all of the institutions in the system. This is a very simple
structure. For management purposes and for a governor and legi sal tors,
this structure appears ideal. Power is ostensibly centralized, account-
ability fixed, and sanctions are available to control the uncooperative.
The former five segmental board structure, often in competition with
each other for new programs, funding and prestige, is gone. Under the
structure prior to the 1980 reorganization, each segment and each indi-
vidual institution used whatever political clout it could muster to
defend its own budget.
While many related problems might be cited, this researcher
believes that collective bargaining contracts and the increasingly high
financial demands of public colleges and universities led to the condi-
tions demanded by taxpayers, the governors, and legislators for greater
and more certain accountability. The seeking of simplistic solutions
for complex problems, in turn led to the resurrection of the idea that a
single, all powerful governing board could also be charged with full
responsibility for all that happened in the Commonwealth's Higher
Education System. Secondly, the leadership of the public institutions,
rather than opposing vociferously as they did during the 1965
Willis
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Harrington Commission proposal, seemed indifferent or in outright favor
of the shift. Such reaction may have resulted from a lack of
leadership, the inability of the Colleges and Universities to get a
consolidated picture of public higher education, the flexibilty being
drawn back from the institutions by the segmental boards, the loss of
confidence in the Board of Higher Education and the expectation that
under a single board there might be a new beginning.
It seems ironic that higher education, which has usually adopted
the governance model of industry, should now take another approach at
the very time it calls for decentralization into major, and at times
competing segments, especially of corporate conglomerates.
The complexities of big business is easily matched by higher
education in most states. The vastly increased numbers of decisions
which must be made in both spheres call for use of myriad professional
specialists as staff advisors and consultants and a variety of levels
and places for long-range and operational decision-making. In both
industry and higher education coordinating type structures have proven
more flexible, more adaptive, and more effective in planning than
pyramidal hierarchies. G1 enny found this to be true after a study of
all states then having coordinating boards and a sample of those with
statewide governing boards. Berdahl , in his study of twenty-seven
states after the Glenny study, came to the same conclusion. The coor-
dinating boards have been superior in developing and in implementing
master plans and have been just as effective in meeting new educational
needs and also in limiting competition among institutions for money and
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programs as the statewide governing boards. Thus, no evidence acquired
shows that single boards will in fact meet the expectations of the Mas-
sachusetts politicians.
On the contrary, this researcher believes that the shift away from
the coordinating board is a major policy error based on outmoded assump-
tions about organization and decision process and on the nostalgic
desire to return to the relatively simple life. The exceptions, as the
data show, would be the states which have few institutions, little pop-
ulation growth, and modest industrialization. It is significant indeed
that the majority of states which have opted for the single board are
the least educationally complex in the nation.
A coordinating board must provide a vehicle by which both the
public interests of the state and those of the educational community can
be objectively and di spassionately considered and acted upon. The board
operates in a kind of no-man's land between higher education and the
state government. Its effectiveness depends on maintaining the con-
fidence of both. This was one of the problems with the Board of Higher
Education, that has been eliminated due to reorganization. If the board
is consistently dominated by, or is thought to be dominated by, educa-
tors, it loses credibility at the the State House. Conversely, if the
board consistently acts merely, or is thought to act merely, as an arm
of the governor or legislators, the institutions lose their cooperative
spirit. (This seems to be already happening with the Board of Regents.)
Even though a board may find it virtually impossible to maintain a
perfect equilibrium between these two forces, balance should be the
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goal. The board membership, the staff, the powers and the advisory
networks, should all reflect this dual obligation.
The danger of creating a board too weak is that the public inter-
est will not be adequately protected; in creating a board too strong,
that the necessary autonomy and initiative of the institutions will be
threatened. A model of coordination should attempt to strike an
appropriate balance between strength and weakness and between the inter-
ests of the state and of institutions. This researcher will outline a
model proposed by Glenny from his encounters with coordinating and
governing boards.
Glenny felt that besides the intermediary role between state and
public institutions, the coordinating board has one great paramount
advantage over other existing structures for the public systems; that
is, its ability to act as an umbrella under which a variety of other
institutions, agencies, commissions and councils relating to higher
education may be placed for state coordination. The following items
indicate why these additional agencies must be considered in a systems
approach to public higher education.
1. Private colleges in the Commonwealth and nationally are demanding
more attention from the states. They want scholarship and also
direct grant programs that will funnel state money into their
institutions. Massachusetts has already agreed to some of the
informational requests and controls already applicable to the
public system. It becomes increasingly apparent that these
82
institutions must become an integral part of the state's concern
for the beneficent development of higher education.
2. The newly-important role of the proprietary vocational and techni-
cal schools force the state to recognize and to involve in its
master planning their potential contributions. The Commonwealth
must invite their cooperation (this was in the Special Commis-
sion's proposed plans) for the quid pro quo of allowing the use of
state scholarship and grant funds for students attending such
institutions.
3. The federal planning, grant, and categorical programs which re-
quire a state administrative commission "representative of all
segments of postsecondary education" for control and disbursement
of funds can also be absorbed by or come under the umbrella of the
coordinating board.
4. The state's own scholarship and loan commission, building author-
ity, merit system commission, central purchasing agency and other
offices which deal primarily with higher education, can and should
become a part of the coordinati ng complex.
5. New demands that public and private colleges and universities,
along with public service agencies, business and citizen groups,
create cooperative and flexible arrangements for entirely new
kinds of educational experiences and modes of planning and
control
.
Beyond these existing and potential agencies, coordination needs
to reflect the impact of new high technologies for education and their
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potential for much of education to be offered in the home, offices,
churches and cultural centers as easily as on col lege, campuses. In ad-
dition, if management information systems and functional budgeting are
to lead to a more rational planning process, they must comprehend far
more of higher education in order to promote the efficient management
and effective use of state resources. 32
The establishment in June 1980 of a single governing board for
only the public institutions does not meet the principal needs cited,
nor in most cases would it be legally possible. Because of its iden-
tification as the one board which represents both governors and public
institutional interests, the private institutions cannot be confident
that the board will impartially plan for them. Nor will the private
look with favor on the state scholarship and grant programs for students
or direct grants to the nonpublic colleges being administered through
the Board of Regents. Federal requirements that state agencies which
administer their plans must be broadly representative of higher educa-
tion, prevent the Board of Regents from exercising this reponsibi 1 i ty
.
Relationships with other state and private agencies relating to higher
education present similar obstacles.
On the other hand, the coordinating board (BHE) was a par-
ticipatory agency relying on widespread consensus for its decisions and
cooperation rather than an order issued by legal authority to implement
pol i cy
.
32Lyman A. Glenny, State Government and Control of H igher Education,
(New York: American Educational Research Association, February 4,
1971), pp. 3-7.
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The coordinating board should be composed of a majority of lay
citizens unconnected with any higher education institutions or agency,
and, if at all possible within desirable size limits, representatives
from the lay boards of institutions and agencies under coordination
should also sit on the coordinating board. The staff of the board
should be relatively small but exceptionally competent. Most of the
actual planning and policy suggestions should come from the widespread
use of ad hoc advisory committees, task forces, and study groups com-
posed of experts from both education and the society as well as inter-
ested citizens at large. The reasons for the strong advocacy of these
recommendations derive from the operating conceptual model seen as most
successful for today's needs as well as those of the future.
While the organization and mode of operation are thus described,
certain legal powers must exist for a coordinating board to be success-
ful and create a comprehensive system. The following are some of the
minimum powers:
1. Fiscal autonomy.
2. To have the authority to acquire planning data and informa-
tion from all higher education institutions and agencies.
3. To develop, both long-range and short-range planning.
4. To review and approve or disapprove new and existing degree
programs, new campuses, extension centers, departments and
centers of all public institutions, and also have this power
where state aid is given to private institutions.
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5. To review and make recommendations on operating and capital
outlay budgets of public institutions.
6. To administer directly or have under its coordinative powers
all state scholarship and grant programs to students, grant
programs to nonpublic institutions, and all state-
administered federal grant and aid program for post second-
ary education. 33
There were many in Massachusetts both in higher education and in
the legislature opposed to giving the Board of Higher Education this
much power. But the choice this researcher feels was not between
strengthening the coordinating board or retaining the existing modus
operandi. Rather it is between having an effective coordinating board
with at least these powers or seeing public higher education taken over
and controlled by the executive branch of state government as it hap-
pened. The latter emerges from a combination of trends: A steady
increase in the power of the legislature and governor's office to pro-
vide closer supervision and control of all state programs; a response to
the increasing costs and complexity of higher education by tightening of
controls over spending and program duplication; a need for a state man-
agement information system and requiring functional budgeting; and a re-
action against the governing power of students and faculty collective
bargaining by drawing higher education closer to state governmental
control
.
p. 9.
33Glenny, State Government and Control of Higher Education,
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This researcher believes that strengthening the Board of Higher
Education would have been the best way to protect the public interest in
higher education with minimum impairment of institutional autonomy.
While the clear tendency was to put power in the hands of the governor,
he, as well as the legislature, needs an agency to coordinate all the
matters relating to public higher education. The Commonwealth would
have been more effectively served by the instrument of coordination. At
the same time, the institutions would avoid being weakened by strong
political intervention and pressures.
"Finally, and perhaps more ultimately damaging, state boards have
a leveling effect on quality. State board budget analysts often try to
impose the same salaries, teaching loads and other instructional costs
throughout the system with little regard for differences among
institutions. This artificially strengthens the weak college and
weakens the strong institutions, particularly the comprehensive research
universities. Even more serious, state boards, along with Federal
Government agencies, increasingly are dictating curriculum content and
di rection."
"So, more than two decades and billions of tax dollars later,
statewide boards of higher education have not met their promises."
"Like so many examples of Government control, it appears that
higher education would have been better off, taxpayers spared and
students better educated if the institutions had been left on their own
to deal with governors' budget officers and state legislatures
." 34
34James L. Fisher, New York Times, 14 March 1980, p. 26, col. 2.
CHAPTER III
ANALYSIS OF DATA
Procedures
This dissertation is descriptive in nature. Descriptive research
as referred to in this study is concerned with determining the nature
and degree of attitudes and expectations of legislators, segmental
boards of trustees, faculty and administrators regarding the re-
organization of public higher education. Procedures for this chapter
can be divided into four categories:
A) Primary data findings - interview procedure
B) Prelegislative Questionnai re Development
C) Response to the survey
D) Observations.
A. Primary Data Findings - Interview Procedure
In order to develop questions to be used in a survey of attitudes
towards public higher education issues in Massachusetts primary inter-
views were conducted with selected individuals in the field of public
higher education and state legislators.
An appointment was made with twenty-five people, five of whom were
legislators, four were segmental board of trustees members, six faculty,
six admi ni strators and four were members of the staffs of the segmental
boards. Each person was told the purpose of the interview and that his
answers would be confidential. The entire interview consisted of their
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perception of the positive and negative aspects in Massachusetts public
higher education and their expectation for the future of public higher
education. The entire interview was done on a tape recorder so that the
small talk could be analyzed to develop an indepth questionnaire survey.
At the end of the interview, each person was asked to fill out a
classification data form, so that statistics could be compiled on the
people being interviewed as to age, occupation, education, parental
background, etc. Each interview lasted approximately an hour.
At the close of the interviews the tapes were replayed and similar
perceptions and expectations were grouped. There was such a variety of
issues and opinions that only similar responses were selected to narrow
down the primary survey questionnaire to fifty-three questions.
It was extremely difficult to isolate the issues, perceptions or
expectations of the people in the field of higher education and legis-
lators; so, for the most part, the statements developed were not con-
ceived from any particular group.
B. Prelegislative Questionnaire Development
The prelegislative questionnaire. Appendix H, used in this study
was structured so that it contained formal lists of questions which were
written out on the questionnaire, and the questionnaire was constructed
in a manner which made the objectives of the survey clear to the re-
spondents.
There were four drafts of the questionnaire developed. The first
draft was reviewed by colleagues; the second and third drafts were
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reviewed by the dissertation committee from the University of Massa-
chusetts (Dr. Anderson, Dr. Lederle, and Dr. Rahaim), and the final
draft was tested on a college president and members of the Special Com-
mission Staff.
All questions on this survey called for the respondents' checking
one of the five responses which most closely corresponded to the re-
spondent's attitude or opinion. There was space provided after each
question for the respondent to make appropriate comments.
The questionnaire was administered in February, 1980 by mail, to
four hundred and forty-four (444 people: one hundred (100) legislators,
seventy-six (76) trustees, fifteen (15) executive branch members and two
hundred and fifty-three (253) college administrators and faculty. Of
the four hundred forty-four questionnaires distributed two hundred
sixty- four were returned. To this researcher this return rate
(Appendix K, responses by occupation) indicates that there was a
significant level of interest on the issue of reorganization of Higher
Education.
The independent variables studied here are the responses to the
questions on the survey instrument regarding the prelegislative
attitudes and expectation of legislators, trustees, faculty and
administrators on the reorganization of public higher education. The
original survey contained fifty-three questions.
The dependent variables are the responses to the personal
characteristics section of the questionnaire (Appendix I). These
i ncl ude:
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1. Age
2. Sex
3. Current employment
4. Occupation
5. College attendance
6. Family income
7. Father's education
8. Mother's education.
All the respondents were assured of complete anonymity, as stated in the
cover letter (Appendix 6) attached to the questionnaire form. Though
each return self-addressed, stamped envelope, was prenumbered for follow
up on the respondents the envelopes have since been destroyed to protect
each respondent's privacy in this report. The questions for the survey
were selected by a process of in-depth interviews with key individuals
throughout the segments of higher education, legislators and members of
the Special Commission to Reorganize Public Higher Education. These
questions represented the concerns about issues in public higher educa-
tion. Once a comprehensive set of questions was compiled, the survey
questions were formatted so that the responses could be processed by a
computer.
The actual results of the survey responses were then prepared for
computer processing by entering data into a punched card format. This
data was then processed through the Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS). The methods for analysis were:
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1.
Cross-tabulations for classifications data by question. This
cross-tabulation grouped the responses into five categories
where 1 = strongly agree; 5 = strongly disagree. The data was
collected in a report format which was easily read to determine
the areas of significant variance for each specific question.
2. Frequencies were used to represent responses to each question in
a percentage form.
3. Statistics were used to present the data using standard de-
viation, mean, mode and median.
4. Chi-square model was used to determine if there was any statis-
tically significant (.05 level) differences in responses among
the groups sampled.
The time needed to complete the questionnaire averaged thirty
minutes although several must have taken longer due to the length of
comments made. The data collected will now be presented.
C. Response to the Survey
A prelegislative survey was administered shortly after the Special
Commission to Reorganize Massachusetts Public Higher Education was given
the assignment to determine and correct problems in the State post-
secondary education system. The results of the survey will be presented
in narrative form summarizing the responses to show whether the respon-
dents either agree or disagree with the statement. For select state-
ments, especially pertinent for reorgnai zation , there will also be
a
table showing a statistical analysis by the dependent variable
job
occupation. The remaining statistics for the dependent variable
job
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occupation may be viewed in Appendix J. The overall data analysis for
the survey may be seen in Appendix K. The following lists the results
of the survey:
The Oat a
Statement: 1. Each of the thirty institutions of public higher educa-
tion in Massachusetts should have its own local board of
trustees with full governing authority.
Narrative: 1. The majority of the respondents indicated that they do
not believe that each institution should have its own
local board of trustees. When analyzing the data by
occupational categories, there was no significant dif-
ference. Lack of coordination among the public higher
education segments and duplication of programs and
resources were noted as inevitable results of local
governing boards.
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Statement: 2. The University of Massachusetts, the University of
Lowell, Southeastern Massachusetts University, the fif-
teen community colleges and the ten state colleges
are currently governed by five separate boards of
trustees. Public higher education should be structured
under one single board of trustees.
Narrative: 2. However, the majority of the respondents also disagree
that the five separate segmental boards of trustees
should be structured under one single board of trustees.
Comments were that the unique goals and missions of the
Universities, State Colleges and Community Colleges
would be lost under the one board concept. Secondly,
under a highly structured state system, the academically
strong and fiscally stable institutions would be hurt by
the weaker institutions. Budgetarily, institutions
would be competing for increased appropriations and not
working together for the betterment of public higher
education. Analyzing the responses by occupation,
legislators lean towards agreement; board members and
admi ni strators lean towards disagreement; and
faculty and others are generally split on this issue.
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Occupational
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Statement: 3. All members of the boards of trustees at public Institu-
tions of higher education should be appointed by the
Governor.
Narrative: 3. Responses were about evenly divided on the question of
members of the boards of trustees at public institutions
of higher education being appointed by the Governor.
The data show that legislators and trustees tend to
agree with the statement probably due to their political
affiliations. The respondents who fell into occupation
category of "other" were split on their response. It
must be noted that on this issue some legislators are
split; board members agree; and administrators, faculty
and others disagree. Faculty and administrators, com-
ment that politics and education do not make good bed
partners.
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Statement: 4. Public higher education should be organized into geo-
graphic regions, not into segments such as the Univer-
sity of Massachusetts as one segment, the University of
Lowell as another segment. Southeastern University as
another segment, the ten state colleges as another and
the fifteen community colleges as a final segment.
Narrative: 4. The respondents leaned toward the disagreement side on
the statement that public higher education should be
organized into geographic regions. This is an indica-
tion that the respondents support segmental organiza-
tion. The major comment on this point was that if
institutions are grouped together by region, the three
specific types of institutions would lose their identi-
ties. Legislators and faculty were split on this issue,
while board members, administrators and other disagreed.
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Statement
:
Narrative:
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. Currently some members of the various public higher
education boards of trustees are employed by private
colleges and universities. They should be allowed to
make policy for institutions of public higher education.
». Sixty-four percent of respondents were opposed to board
members employed by private higher education. The
comments stress that there is a definite conflict of
interest in this type of policy maker. The respondents
indicated that no matter how well meaning this concept
may be in theory, and how sincere the trustees' motives
may be, numbers are still the name of the game, and peo-
ple take care of their own security first. Legislators
lean towards disagreement on this matter and adminis-
trators, faculty and others also disagree. Approxi-
mately 60% of the Board members agree that appointments
should come from the private sector.
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Statement: 6. There should be a screening and selection process simi-
lar to the judicial system when appointing members of
the boards of trustees for institutions of public higher
education.
Narrative: 6. Seventy-four percent of the respondents agree that there
should be a screening and selection process similar to
the judicial system when appointing members of the
boards of trustees for institutions. Comments varied.
Some respondents said this would prevent political
favors from being given; other respondents said that
this would contribute to a better caliber of trustees
being selected. Even though respondents overwhelmingly
agree in the occupation category legislator approxi-
mately 30% felt that a screening and selection process
is unnecessary.
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Statement: 7. Members of the boards of trustees should be nominated by
the Governor, but confirmed by the Legislative branch.
Narrative: 7. Fifty-seven percent of the respondents disagree that
members of the boards of trustees once nominated by the
Governor should then be confirmed by the legislators.
The comments on this question dealt with the concerns
that the decisions affecting the institutions would be
made through political pressures and not through a group
process with the support of professional management
techniques. All occupation categories lean towards
disagreement on the question but it should be noted that
there is a significant number of administrators and
faculty who agree.
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Statement
:
Narrative:
Statement:
Narrative:
l. The University of Massachusetts, University of Lowell
and Southeastern Massachusetts University should be
coordinated under one board of trustees.
I. The respondents leaned towards agreement that the Uni-
versity of Massachusetts, the University of Lowell, and
Southeastern Massachusetts University should be coordin-
ated under one board of trustees. The resondents indi-
cated that it is only good management practice to coor-
dinate similar units. Legislators are split on this
statement, while board members disagree, and the other
three groups agree.
9. If the public universities, state colleges and community
colleges were merged under one board of trustees, the
various institutions would lose their own individual
identities.
9. The majority of the respondents (62%) agree that if the
public universities, state colleges and community col-
leges were merged under one board of trustees the insti-
tutions would lose their own individual identities. The
comments on this point stress the wide differences in
institutional missions. Comments were also made about
how community colleges have to relate to the area served
or they will be out of business. By occupation cate-
gories, legislators and others lean towards disagree-
ment; while board members, administrators and faculty
lean towards agreement.
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Statement
:
Narrative:
10. Unions have too much to say about the daily management
of public higher education.
10. The respondents were split on the statement that unions
have too much to say about the daily management of
public higher education. Some comments were that
unions are made up of faculty members, and they are
citizens and, like every citizen, have the right to
participate in the decisions and direction of a public
institution. At issue is a better definition of "daily
management." It was quite apparent by looking at the
respondents' occupation to see that faculty members are
highly prejudiced by their own position and that their
views are in conflict with the prevailing opinion of
administrators who agree; and the "other" occupation
category are split.
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Statement: 11. Students have too much to say about the daily manage-
ment of public higher education.
Narrative: 11. Sixty-five percent of the respondents disagree that
students have too much say in the daily management of
public higher education. A common note among the
respondents was that students should be given an oppor-
tunity to provide input, but not be allowed to get in-
volved with daily management. Admi nstrators felt that
since they are paid for their expertise, they could
best make daily management decisions. It was the
respondents' opinions that to allow students who are
not mature enough to assume the responsibility, and who
are not accountable to anyone, would destroy our higher
education institutions.
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Statement
:
Narrative:
12. The Legislative Branch should have more say in the
operation of public higher education institutions.
12. The majority of the respondents also disagree that the
Legislative Branch should have more say in the oper-
ation of public higher education institutions. The
comments on this point varied from "politics" should be
kept out of higher education, to a real concern about
the loss of academic freedom. Lesiglators emphasized
that they were not qualified to make decisions on
curriculum, admission policy and other academic
matters; and that this could be better handled by col-
lege administrators and boards of trustees. If
administrators were not running the system properly,
then the course to take would be to change the man-
agement and not legislate educational policy.
Legislators also feel there is sufficient control of
higher education through the budgetary review and de-
cisions on appropriations. They realize that as long
as the General Court controls the purse strings they
can direct higher education at any time. An editorial
comment on Legislature's control is that it is not only
sufficient in running the operation, but excessive;
but whether it is good or bad, it is a political real-
ity. All categories except legislators disagree,
but legislators tend to agree with this concept.
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Statement: 13. The Executive Branch should have more say in the opera-
tion of public higher education institutions.
Narrative: 13. The Executive Branch should not have more say in the
operation of public higher education institutions,
according to a majority of the respondents. The
respondents' comments on this statement centered around
having a Governor who is not a strong supporter of
public higher education. If there were a different
philosophy within the executive branch in favor of
higher education, the respondents felt that the execu-
tive branch would assist in the operation by helping
improve communications and coordination within the
segments. All groups lean towards disagreement, but it
should be noted that there are a significant number of
legislators who agree.
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Statement:
Narrative:
Statement
:
Narrative:
14. All of the Massachusetts State Colleges should have
Masters Degree granting authority.
14. The respondents were about evenly divided that all of
the Massachusetts State Colleges should have Masters
Degree granting authority. The only comments on this
point stress the high cost for the taxpayers and
unnecessary duplication.
15. The University of Massachusetts should have sole
authority on awarding Doctoral Degrees in public insti-
tutions in Massachusetts.
15. The respondents were also about evenly split on whether
the University of Massachusetts should be given sole
authority in awarding Doctoral Degrees in public insti-
tutions in Massachusetts. The comments expressed were
mainly on the size of the state and need for reasonable
commuting distance to the University of Massachusetts,
Amherst, Boston or Worcester. Another comment was that
there are large numbers of private institutions that
offer doctoral degrees. Legislators, board members,
faculty and the "other" group category leaned toward
disagreement, while administrators tended to agree.
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Statement: 16. The Secretary of Education's office is performing an
important function in the coordination of public higher
education in Massachusetts.
Narrative: 16. The respondents disagree that the Secretary of Educa-
tion's department is performing an important function
in the coordination of public higher education in
Massachusetts. However, lack of knowledge of the real
function performed by the Secretary of Education's
Office was mentioned. Other comments centered around
the budget review process and the lack of power on be-
half of the Secretary's Office. Legislators, adminis-
trators and "other" leaned towards disagreement with
the statement while board members and faculty agreed.
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Statement
:
Narrative:
17. The Board of Higher Education Is performing an Impor-
tant function In the coordination of public higher
education in Massachusetts.
17. The respondents did not agree or disagree decisively as
to whether the Board of Higher Education Is perfomlng
an important function In the coordination of public
higher education In Massachusetts. Lack of knowledge
about the Board of Higher Education's function was also
noted on this point. The respondents considered It yet
another level of bureaucracy, and there are too many
administrators in this department who have little
knowledge of what the institutions are doing.
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Statement:
Narrative:
18. The central office staff of the state college system Is
important to the coordination of the ten state col-
1 eges.
18. Most of the respondents either agreed to or had no
opinion on the statement that the Central Office staff
of the State College system is important to the
coordination of the ten State Colleges. The re-
spondents did feel they lacked knowledge on what the
Central Office does, but there is an opinion that the
Central Office has too many highly paid executives who
do not have the field experience to make decisions for
the institutions. It was also stated that the Central
Office creates a heavy flow of paperwork to justify its
own employment. It should be noted that the
occupations that leaned toward disagreement with this
statement were faculty and administrators.
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Statement: 19. The central office staff of the community college
system is important to the coordination of the fifteen
community colleges.
Narrative: 19. Similarly, the majority of the respondents either
agreed to or had no opinion on the statement that the
Central Office staff of the Community College system is
important to the coordination of the fifteen community
colleges. Responses to this question were the same as
statement eighteen.
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Statement
:
Narrative:
Statement
:
Narrative:
20. Public higher education has good representation or lob-
bying at the State House.
20. Responses indicated disagreement that public higher
education has good representation or lobbying at the
State House. Legislators agreed with this idea, how-
ever, while board members, faculty and administrators
disagreed, and the "other" category is split.
21. Public institutions within forty miles of one another
should not offer the same technical and professional
programs.
21. The respondents were divided in their opinions that
public institutions within forty miles of one another
should not offer the same technical and professional
programs. Legislators, board members and "other"
agree, while admini strators and faculty lean towards
disagreement.
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Statement: 22.
Narrative: 22.
One agency in the Commonwealth should coordinate all
program development in public higher education.
An overwhelming majority agree that one agency in the
Commonwealth should coordinate all program development
in public higher education. Stressed in the respon-
dents' comments was the need for one agency to do the
planning and coordinating of the numerical growth,
programming, geographic distribution, curricular, aca-
demic standards and financing. There was strong indi-
cation from respondents that one agency is necessary to
integrate public higher education and that the Board of
Higher Education is not performing this requirement.
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Statement:
Narrative:
23. College administrators should be held more accountable
to the board of trustees for their management
decisions.
23. The majority of the respondents agree that college
administrators should be held more accountable to the
board of trustees for their management decisions. The
comments on this question stressed that if the mana-
gers' decisions are poor, then it is up to the trustees
to replace them. Managers should be "professional
administrators," not faculty promoted for convenience
or to get them out of the way. Another point was that
admini strators should be better trained in educational
administration so that they see the big picture and not
merely a narrow perspective. It should be noted here
that 33% of the administrators disagreed with this
statement.
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Statement: 24. Catering to local needs or localism is an important
aspect to Massachusetts public higher education.
Narrative: 24. The overwhelming majority of respondents agree that
catering to local needs, or localism, is an important
aspect of Massachusetts public higher education. The
only comment on this statement was that this is the
mission of community colleges, and they must understand
what is needed by the community they serve and meet
that specific need. All occupation groups tend to
agree on this point, but there is a significant number
of faculty who disagree.
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Statement
:
Na rrati ve:
Statement:
Narrative:
25. Students who attend either the state colleges or the
community colleges suffer from the fact that their
institutions do not carry the prestige of the state
university.
25. The respondents were about evenly divided on the
statement that students who attend either the state
colleges or the community colleges suffer from the fact
that their institutions do not carry the prestige of
the state university. In the respondents' opinion
the quality of education is not different.
26. As enrollments decline, we should reduce the size and
offerings at the institutions of public higher educa-
tion and not close any institutions.
26. A majority of respondents disagree that, as enrollments
decline, we should reduce the size and offerings at the
institutions of public higher education rather than
close any institutions. It was very clear from the
data that hard decisions must be made to cut weaker
institutions so that the good ones will not be hurt.
Another comment made was that institutions should be
closed and merged so that one administrative unit
manages several campuses which would then reduce
duplication and costs.
117
Occupational
Statistics:
COUNT
rom per ROM
TOT- POT IUiO(l9& ______ T Wi
1|.S
]
M H wl H
7??STRONGLY ASReI* I io j i 60.0 7 |39.0 1
a a c T
5.J I
-9 T
i
'•*
i .8 3.1
..Il-LJ j
_ _J. ! 5 ]
**n
l
2
21
i-* A-
1% Iit a i 1 522tt i®
i
: i6.3 ]
ill--
aLo
L-ili-1
22i 3
8.1
zi.a I
5.6 1
:L.!
a ! 23
neither agree’no I £.7
{ !a !
ir.6
8.0
1.5
39.1
! 9.6
3.5
26.i :
!:i
! 8. 7
13.3
8.8
i
%•
GENERALLY 9XSAGR 15.3
t*.6
r c. c
|
2sf6
t 5S.0 i 5?:S
26
$6.3
39.6
7.1
53.3
j
6l?2
l
>
I
""*25
l till
T 1 C~
l—hr
J
B:>
r ^ a
r
5.
STRONGLY OISAGRE
[ r"
i »:f
[ 8
i itt 2§J^
58
j
22.3
t
• I
COLUMN
TOTAL
35
13. 5 13.2 36.2 25.** 5.8 100 .0
RAM CHI SQUARE « 10.65815 MITM 16 DEGREES OF FREEDOM. SIGNIFICANCE * .8301
118
Statement
:
Narrative:
Statement
:
Narrative:
27. There are eight institutions of public higher education
within Route 128; this is too many for the region.
27. The respondents were divided on the statement that
there are too many institutions of public higher
education within Route 128.
28. All thirty of the institutions of public higher
education in Massachusetts should be given university
status.
28. Eighty-nine percent disagree that all thirty of the
institutions of public higher education in Massachu-
setts should be given university status. Universities,
state colleges and community colleges have three
distinct missions and goals, and it is very important
for institutions to retain their own identities.
Catering to local geographic needs would also be lost
under a university structure and status. All groups
lean towards disagreement, but ten percent of the
administrators agreed.
119
Statement
:
Narrative:
Statement:
Na rrative:
29. We should develop all five public segments into one
university system.
29. As in the previous question, the majority of respon-
dents disagreed that we should develop all five public
segments into one university system. The comments were
similar to those in question 28. Again, the number of
administrators agreeing with this statement was high.
30. Institutions of public higher education are functioning
satisfactorily and no major changes are warranted at
the present time.
30. A large majority (75%) of the respondents disagree that
institutions of public higher education are functioning
satisfactorily and no major changes are warranted at
the present time. But the respondents comments on this
point were that there is too much political inter-
ference in higher education. Also, there is a lack of
sufficient appropriation to run the institution pro-
perly. Additional comments indicated that the
Board of Higher Education and the Secretary of
Educational Affairs are too weak and unsupporti ve.
There is unnecessary duplication of programs and there
is a lack of planning, both short and long range. The
respondents' comment that trustees are not working for
the best interest of the institutions, and information
and data are hard to retrieve.
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Statement: 31. Given the fine graduate programs offered by private
colleges and universities in Massachusetts, the public
colleges and universities should not offer graduate
programs.
Narrative: 31. Of all the questions, the largest percentage of the
respondents disagree that given the fine graduate
programs offered by private colleges and universities
in Massachusetts, the public colleges and universities
should not offer graduate programs. There were no
comments on this question, but it should be noted that
the only significant variance by occupation was from
legislators, agreeing that the public sector should not
duplicate the private sector in graduate programs.
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Statement: 32. There should be free tuition for Massachusetts re-
sidents at all institutions of public higher educa-
tion.
Narrative: 32. The respondents do not believe that there should be
free tuition for Massachusetts residents at all
institutions of public higher education. Only a few
respondents endorsed a concept of free tuition. Their
comments were that society would benefit from everyone
receiving an education, and that everyone who desires
an education should be given the opportunity, regard-
less of finances. On the other hand, there were
comments that not everyone is entitled to a college
education at public expense. If students do not pay
some of the costs, there will not be a value placed on
what is received, and when students lose the desire to
do well, they will drop out. Many respondents were of
the opinion that students would get more out of their
education -if they helped pay. for it.
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Statement
:
Narrative:
33. Non-residents of the commonwealth attending institu-
tions of public higher education should be charged the
f ul 1 cost of tuition.
33. There were more respondents agreeing that non-residents
of the Commonwealth attending institutions of public
higher education should be charged the full cost of
tuition. It was noted that if students want to come
from another state, they should be required to pay, but
not so high a cost that they would be seriously dis-
couraged. It was emphasized that out-of-state students
gave an atmosphere of cosmopolitism, and give our stu-
dents an opportunity to meet people with different
backgrounds and experiences. Another comment that
appeared several times was that there should be a
balance between in-state and out-of-state students,
except for programs of high demand by Massachusetts
residents.
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Statement
:
Narrative:
34: There could be a graduate tuition charge; that is, a
system such as the graduated income tax, where students
pay that percentage of the tuition that their family
income warrants.
34: There was no significant percentage of agreement or
disagreement that there should be a graduated tuition
charge; that is, a system such as the graduated income
tax, where students pay that percentage of tuition that
their family income warrants. It should be noted that
reviewing the responses by occupation that the
legislators agree with this type of charge, boards of
trustees were split, and college administrators,
faculty and "other" disagree.
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Statement:
Narrative:
35. Every resident in Massachusetts graduating from high
school should receive a voucher to cover the cost of
four years of either public or private higher education
in Massachusetts, which would allow the student freedom
of choice.
35. A majority of the respondents disagree that every
resident in Massachusetts graduating from high school
should receive a voucher to cover the cost of four
years of either public or private higher education in
Massachusetts. Respondents felt that students who were
not qualified would be using their voucher at the
taxpayers' expense. The respondents indicated that the
plan seems great in theory, but that the taxpayers in
Massachusetts would revolt against higher education.
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Statement: 36. Given the current tuition charges in Massachusetts
institutions of public higher education, additional
public funds should not be used for scholarships.
Narrative: 36. In spite of the current low tuition charge in Mas-
sachusetts institutions of public higher education,
additional public funds should still be used for
scholarships, according to a majority of the re-
f
spondents. Comments centered around giving more aid
for the very poor and developing a loan program with a
low annual interest rate, an excellent method to help
students. It can be noted that there is a significant
number of legislators and administrators who disagree
with this point.
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Statement: 37.
Narrative: 37.
Upon receipt of the annual appropriation, and in the
framework of accountability, individual Institutions
should have the autonomy to allocate their funds
without legislative or executive control.
Relatively few respondents disagree that upon receipt
of the annual appropriation and in the framework of
accountability, individual institutions should have the
autonomy to allocate their funds without legislative or
executive control. In the opinion of the respondents,
as long as records are audited and fiscal officers are
held responsible, it is important to allow the institu-
tion the flexibility to use the resources without being
controlled by outside forces. Legislators lean towards
disagreement while all other groups agree.
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Statement
:
Narrative:
Statement
:
Na rrati ve:
38. Each institution of public higher education should have
the authority and the autonomy to solicit private funds
to be used at the discretion of the institutions.
38. The respondents agree that institutions of public
higher education should have the authority and the
autonomy to solicit private funds to be used at the
discretion of the institutions. Respondents commented
that since public institutions do not receive discre-
tionary funds, the use of private resources would be of
great use for research and development, and faculty and
staff development.
39. College faculty at institutions of public higher educa-
tion are paid too much.
39. Overwhelmingly, the respondents disagree that college
faculty at institutions of public higher education are
paid too much. Very few respondents thought that the
current salaries were sufficient. Some commented that
the salaries are starting to improve now that unions
have forced the issue. Another comment that came up
several times was that if the Commonwealth wants to
attract and retain the type of faculty required to make
the institutions outstanding, the Commonwealth had
better start paying accordingly. There were negative
comments from legislators saying that faculty are paid
adequately or even too much for the amount of time and
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Statement:
Narrative:
Statement
:
Narrative:
effort they put into teaching. All occupation groups
disagree with this statement, but it should be noted
that there is a significant number who neither agree
nor disagree.
40. College presidents at institutions of public higher
education are paid too much.
40. The majority of the respondents disagree that college
presidents at institutions of public higher education
are over-paid. The respondents commented on the com-
petitiveness of the position and that paying top
dollar to retain the caliber of manager for the state
institutions is costly, but worth the investment.
Thirty percent of the legislators, administrators and
faculty, and "other" agree with this statement.
41. Administration and faculty at all thirty institutions
of public higher education that perform comparable work
should be at the same respective pay level.
41. The respondents agree that administration and faculty
at all thirty institutions of public higher education
who perform comparable work should be at the same re-
spective pay level. The comments centered on equal
pay for equal work. There were comments from uni-
versity faculty who felt personnel at the University
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Statement:
Narrative:
Statement:
Narrative:
should be paid more because they are required to do re-
search and publish.
42.
The high cost of private college or university educa-
tion is concurrent with the quality.
42. Respondents disagree that the high cost of private col-
lege or university education is concurrent with qual-
ity. Some respondents commented that they had
thought this until taking courses at Boston University
and Harvard. All occupation groups tended to disagree,
but there was a significant number of respondents who
neither agreed nor disagreed.
43. The quality of teaching during the first two years is
better at a public university than it is at a community
college.
44. The quality of teaching during the first two years is
better at a state college than it is at a community
col lege.
43. The respondents generally disagree that the quality of
& teaching during the first two years is better at a
44. public university or state college than it is at a com-
munity college. All occupation groups leaned
towards disagreement, but there was a high number in
each occupation who neither agreed nor disagreed.
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Statement:
Narrative:
Statement:
Narrative:
Statement
:
Narrative:
45.
The quality of teaching is better at a public univer-
sity than it is at a state college.
45. They also disagree that education at a public univer-
sity is better than at a state college.
46. Public higher education should put less emphasis on
administrators and more emphasis on faculty and student
service personnel.
46.
The respondents were about evenly divided on the state-
ment that public higher education should put less em-
phasis on administrators and more emphasis on faculty
and student service personnel. There were comments
about institutions being too top heavy and that priori-
ties are in the wrong areas. But also commented on was
that with the increase in Federal and State require-
ments, the large number of administrators is needed.
All occupational groups agreed with this statement.
The administrators were significantly higher when it
came to disagreeing with this statement.
47.
Collective bargaining contracts have facilitated
faculty responsiveness to student needs.
47.
The majority of the respondents disagree that col-
lective bargaining contracts have facilitated faculty
responsiveness to student needs. The comments stress
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that the contracts have not diminished the responsive-
ness. Other comments were the only ones who get hurt
because of a contract are the students. The example
used was "work to rule." All occupation groups leaned
towards disagreement, but all occupations contained a
significant number who neither agreed nor disagreed.
There was a significant number of faculty who agreed.
Statement: 48. Faculty tenure should be maintained even though col-
lective bargaining contracts exist in public higher
education.
Narrative: 48. Responses were about evenly divided on the statement
that faculty tenure should be maintained even though
collective bargaining contracts exist in public higher
education. The comments were that once faculty voted
to unionize, they gave up the privilege of tenure.
Other comments were that tenure is a device to protect
poor quality faculty. On this point, legislators are
split; board members, admi ni strators and "other" dis-
agree, while faculty agree.
Statement: 49. Access to an institution of public higher education
should be available to all residents of Massachusetts
seeking admission, regardless of their qualifications.
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Narrative:
Statement:
Narrative:
Statement:
49. The majority of the respondents disagree that access to
an institution of public higher education should be
available to all residents of Massachusetts seeking
admission, regardless of their qualifications. The
comments on this point were that institutions must set
standards, and to allow unqualified students into the
Universities and State Colleges would reduce the worth
of the degree. It was noted that the mission of the
community college is to allow all students access,
regardless of qualifications.
50. There should be very strict admission standards
established for the three public universities.
50. Although not a majority, the respondents leaned toward
agreement on whether there should be very strict
admission standards established for the three public
universities. The comments on this point stated that
quality standards of students are essential at the
university level, and the universities must maintain a
high reputation. Legislators, administrators and
faculty agree, while board members are split, and
"other" disagree.
51. There should be very strict admission standards
established for the ten state colleges.
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Narrative:
Statement:
Narrative:
Statement
:
Narrative:
51. fhe respondents were about evenly split on the state-
ment that there should be very strict admission
standards established for the ten state colleges. The
comments indicated that there should be standards, but
not as strict as the universities' and not as open as
community colleges'.
52. The University of Massachusetts should provide the re-
search to solve social problems.
52. Tending to agree that the University of Massachusetts
should provide the research to solve social problems,
the perspective on this question was that the uni-
versity is one of the only state agencies that has the
facilities and manpower to improve the quality of life
for the residents of the Commonwealth.
53. Competition for students between public and private
institutions is good.
53. The majority of the respondents agree that competition
for students between public and private institutions is
healthy. The only comments on this point were that
real competition does not exist, but eventually would;
the other was that competition is healthy for both the
private and public sector.
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D. Observations
Public higher education in Massachusetts is expected to fulfill
diverse and sometimes conflicting functions. To provide an education in
the arts and humanities is foremost. Providing the opportunity for low
income and minority groups to obtain training in vocational skills and
scientific competence is also a top priority. The emphasis placed upon
these goals varies accordingly, due to the composite makeup of each
state university--publ ic or private.
Massachusetts, with its state legislature offering little support
politically or financially, finds many of its educational needs and
wants difficult to achieve. A centralized coordinating body must be es-
tablished that utilizes its resources effectively. A state with a
politically controlled governing board may not be able to shield its
universities from partisan conflict.
Should each institution have its own governing board? Most re-
spondents answered negatively. The majority did not favor a single
governing board (law-making body) or boards organized into geographic
regions. The majority of respondents also did not support the Board of
Higher Education and the Secretary of Educational Affairs.
With the exception of the legislators, a two tier three segmental
structure is the proposal endorsed by most survey participants. The top
tier would be a coordinating body and the next level would be the uni-
versities, the state colleges and the community colleges. Under this
arrangement, the identities of each segment would still be maintained.
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Again, most respondents, except the lawmakers, were in favor of a
judicial process to screen and select members to the board of governors.
The majority of the respondents indicated there was too much
political interference in the daily management of the institutions.
Many participants also revealed that the students should be allowed more
input into decisions that will affect them.
Judging from comments received on the importance of the state and
community college central offices, it appears that the perception of the
offices' actual function was grossly misunderstood.
Faculty and administrators were held in high esteem by their col-
leagues, and the argument rendered by the survey that all personnel are
overpaid seems superfluous. The universities are credited with fulfill-
ing their missions as high quality academic and research institutions.
The community colleges are economical and provide an opportunity for the
nontradi tional student.
According to the survey, the state college system seems to lack
direction and support from the legislature.
Opinion is unanimous on the universities' role of being a high
quality academic and research institution. There is, however, dis-
agreement and confusion as to the role of the state colleges. The com-
munity colleges represent the state's ingenuity in providing educational
advantages to low income students, and opportunities for students who
would find the transition to college difficult.
There was division, however, on whether the Commonwealth should
promote social equality by providing free education for all and by
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making a special effort to assist individuals from minority groups, poor
families or urban areas.
The respondents were in complete consensus as to the University of
Massachusetts' role in solving the state's social problems.
The survey has confirmed and uncovered some fundamental issues
such as an overwhelming concern for the lack of financing for public
higher education and the lack of planning and coordination within the
system.
The research indicates that differences in opinion will be as
numerous as the problems. Higher education public policy-making has to
be a team effort with all concerned parties participating towards a
reconcilable solution.
When comparing actual legislation with the pre-legislative survey,
one finds a peculiar trait emanating from this supposed democratic
process--a system rife with patronage and some self-serving politicians
voting in their own interests instead of for the benefit of public
higher education in Massachusetts.
The legislature set up a process of allowing public access into
the decision-making process. What could be more democratic? Meanwhile,
as the prelegislative survey reveals when compared to the actual legis-
lation the decision had al ready been finalized. Made in the smoke-
filled rooms, behind closed doors, or wherever these kinds of deci-
sions are made.
Speaking as an observer it seems the legislature provided only
token lip service to the proposals being debated and a series of
meaningless reorganization hearings to render a decision they were
137
already set to implement. Public higher education in Massachusetts had
become a pawn in a political chess game.
Throughout the survey, a majority of the respondents and the
legislature had different opinions regarding the direction higher
education has taken in Massachusetts. This is seen when analyzing the
following statements:
On the statement of structuring public higher education under one
single board of trustees (No. 2 on the survey), the majority of respon-
dents were opposed, while the legislature favored the idea. Several
months after the prelegislative survey, one board to govern all of pub-
lic higher education was established.
As to whether all board members should be appointed by the
governor (statement 3), most respondents were against the idea. Once
again, disagreement from the legislature. Once again, the legislative
opinion is enacted.
Seventy-four percent of the respondents agreed that a screening
process similar to that used by the judicial system should be instituted
in appointing board members (statement 6). A group of legislators
indicated just the opposite. When the board appointments were tendered,
most appointees were via the patronage system (still alive and strong as
ever), short-circuiting any potential conflicts with a screening and
selection committee.
The merger of all institutions of public higher education under
one board would lead to a loss of individual identity. That is what
138
statement nine proposed, and most respondents agreed. However, the
legislature disagreed, and passed into law a single board of Regents.
The respondents wanted a hands-off approach by the legislature in
the management of public colleges and universities (statement 12). But
the legislature wanted a voice and got it, arguing that since it con-
trols the pursestrings, it maintains, in essence, a stranglehold over
pol i cy-making.
A majority of the respondents were against more power being
administered by the executive branch (statement 13). But the legisla-
ture increased the governor's power, since he is the one who appoints
all board members.
On statement 16 of the questionnaire we finally find the re-
spondents and the legislature in agreement on an issue. Both agree that
the Secretary of Education's department is virtually meaningless,
although the respondents conceded in their comments that they had
limited knowledge of the secretary's actual function. The legislature
was in favor of eliminating its function, and did.
The respondents answering statement 17 also gave mixed reviews to
the Board of Higher Education's duties, but the legislature was not as
adamant about their functional responsibilities.
The results of the legislation is that the Secretary of Education
and all his staff were eliminated entirely, while many of the Board of
Higher Education personnel have just been transferred to another phys-
ical location and given a new name, the Board of Regents.
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Localism was the topic addressed in statement 24, and most of the
respondents agreed it was important, as did the legislators. When the
actual legislation was signed into law, a local Board of Trustees was
created for each institution.
Institutions should have the autonomy to allocate some of their
funds without legislative or executive control. Most of the survey par-
ticipants, in answer to statement 37, were in favor of this approach.
However, this was hardly the case when legislation was enacted. The
legislative branch actually controls the personnel and utility accounts
(approximately 92% of the budget) giving the institutions control of
only 8% of their own budgets to manage.
As enrollments decline, we should reduce the size and offerings at
the institutions of public higher education and not close any
institutions, as stated in statement 26.
Prediction: Using pre-legislative opinion as a barometer, con-
solidations and closings may become a reality, simply because the
legislators indicated that ..these measures are necessary for the future
well-being of public higher education in Massachusetts. The opinions of
experts in the education fields and the general public seem to be of
little value.
CHAPTER IV
SECONDARY DATA FINDINGS
Procedures
This chapter will present the information gained as a result of
analyzing the follow up study. The follow up research referred to in
this chapter is concerned with the opinions of legislators, members of
segmental boards of trustees, faculty and administrators now that
reorganization of public higher education legislation is being imple-
mented. Procedure for this chapter is divided into three categories:
A) Crossmatrix--resul ts of prelegislative survey compared with
actual legislation
B) Post-legislative questionnaire development
C) Response to the post legislative survey
a. statistical analysis
b. narrative analysis
A. Cross Matrix—Results of Prelegislative Survey
Compared with Actual Legislation
In order to develop questions to be used in the follow up survey
on reorganization attitudes, opinions, and expectations a comparison was
made between the actual legislation and the results from the prelegisla-
tive survey. A crossmatrix was developed by a process that indicated
whether the legislation as compared to the prelegislative survey either
solved the problem, had no effect, or exacerbated the problem. An
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analysis of the comparison data was conducted and this researcher
developed fourteen post legislative survey questions. Table 2 is the
crossmatrix of the prelegislative survey compared to the actual legis-
1 ation.
B. Post Legislative Questionnaire Development
The post legislative questionnaire. Appendix L, used in this fol-
low up study was structured so that it contained a formal list of ques-
tions, and the questionnaire was constructed in a manner which made the
objectives of the survey clear to the respondents.
There were three drafts of the questionnaire developed. The first
draft was reviewed by colleagues and several legislators. The second
draft was reviewed by two members of the dissertation committee, and the
final draft was reviewed and approved by the chairman of the committee.
All questions on this survey called for the respondents checking
one of several responses which most closely corresponded to their
opinion or attitude. There was space provided after each question so
that the respondents were able to make comments.
The post legislative questionnaire was administered in March 1981
by mail to one hundred and fifty (150) people: twenty (20) legislators,
thirty (30) trustees from the old segmental boards, and one hundred
(100) faculty and college administrators. It should be noted that the
individuals selected for the follow up survey participated in the pre-
legislative survey. Of the one hundred and fifty questionnaires dis-
tributed one hundred and eleven were returned by the following
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occupational categories: fourteen (14) legislators, nineteen (19)
trustees, seventeen (17) faculty and sixty one (61) college administra-
tors. The return rate of 74% indicates that there is still a high level
of interest in what has taken place and what will happen regarding
reorganization, and also a concern about contributing input for possible
legislative revisions.
The follow up survey contained fourteen questions on the re-
organization of public higher education. A dependent variable, occu-
pation, was included so that data and responses could be compared to the
original survey. All respondents were assured of complete anonymity, as
stated in the cover letter (Appendix M) attached to the questionnaire
form.
The results of the survey were manually tabulated. The statisti-
cal data have been divided into the occupational categories so that the
reader will have a better understanding of how the respondents now per-
ceive the results of reorganization of public higher education.
C. Response to the Post Legislative Survey
The results of the survey have been organized to first present the
question. Secondly, there will be a table showing a statistical an-
alysis of the data by the dependent variable job occupation. Due to the
high number of responses by college admi ni strators , this researcher
included an average percent in the analysis of data so that the percent
would not be misleading. The last portion will be a narrative analysis.
The results of the survey will now be presented.
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Question 1:
What should be the geographic distribution of the Board of
Regents?
( ) a. a representative from each county
( ) b. a representative from the city or town in which the
institution is located
( ) c. a regional geographic distribution which will result in a
a board that is smaller than is currently legislated
( ) d. should remain as currently legislated
( ) e. no opinion
Statistical Analysis:
Legi slators Trustees
College
Admini strators Faculty Total
Average
Percent
A 1/7% 5/26% 11/18% 4/24% 21 18.8%
B 1/7% 1/5% 8/13% 3/18% 13 10.8%
C 1/7% 2/11% 14/23% 6/4% 23 11.3%
D 10/72% 7/39% 19/31% 3/2% 39 36.0%
E 1/7% 4/21% 9/15% 1/1% 15 11.0%
Total 14 19 61 17 111
Narrative Analysis:
In analyzing the responses to this statement it was clear that no
response category had strong support. The category containing the most
responses (mode) was the one which keeps the membership as legislated.
This category is skewed due to the fact that 72% of the legislators re-
sponding indicated the membership should remain as currently legisla-
ted. In accordance with the enabling act 329 of the acts of 1980, the
fifteen board of Regents members are all appointed by the Governor with-
out consideration of geographic distribution. The majority of the
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members also seem to represent special constituencies such as big
business or the high technology industries. Representation from the
general public is noticeably absent from the memebership. There is also
no institutional representation in accordance with the statute. The
members are also generally from the Boston region with only one
individual living in western Massachusetts.
The comments reveal that the geographic distribution of the mem-
bership is not a contributing force necessary to improve the effective-
ness of the Board of Regents. The qualification of the member is the
most important, not his place of residence. Other comments point out
that more representation from the general public would improve the
semblance of the Regents by allowing a broader base of input.
Question 2:
Should the membership of the Board of Regents have institutional
representation (i.e. president, faculty member, etc.) with voting
privileges?
( ) Yes
( ) No :
( ) No opinion
Statistical Analysis:
Legi slators Trustees
College
Admini strators Faculty Total
Average
Percent
Y 10,71% 2/11% 14/23% 10/59% 36 41.0%
N 4/29% 17/89% 45/74% 5/29% 71 55.3%
NO 0/0% 0/0% 2/3% 2/12% 4 3.8%
Total 14 19 61 17 111
*
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Narrative Analysis:
The majority of the responses on this statement indicated that
Institutional employee representation should not have voting privileges.
It is interesting to note that while 71% of the legislators expressed
that employees should have voting rights, they did not write this
provision into legislation. The statute states in section two that "no
member of said board of regents shall be principally employed by any
public educational institution or by the Commonwealth." This is very
short sighted if individuals employed by private institutions are
allowed to be voting members on the Regents. As the prelegislative
survey reveals, it is unlikely that a board member from a private
institution will establish policy that in the long run affects private
institutions. This type of member would find it difficult to follow the
principle that members serve the interest of all as objectively as
possibl e.
Question 3:
What should be the responsibility or authority of the Board of
Regents with respect to the budget?
( ) a. full authority and absolute control
( ) b. prior approval over all budgets but no involvement
in
daily management
( ) c. coordinating of all budgets and making institutional
recommendations
( ) d. no authority over budget process
( ) e. no opinion
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Statistical Analysis:
Legi si ators Trustees
Col 1 ege
Administrators Faculty Total
Average
Percent
A 1/7% 2/11% 3/5% 1/6% 7 7.3%
B 5/35% 12/63% 42/69% 7/41% 66 52.0%
C 8/57% 5/26% 14/23% 8/47% 35 38.3%
D 0/0% 0/0% 2/3% 0/0% 2 .8%
E 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 1/6% 1 1.5%
Total 14 19 61 17 111
Narrative Analysis:
Fifty-two percent of the respondents express the view that the
Board of Regents should have approval over all budgets but not involved
in the daily management of institutions. The statute chapter 15A
section six as amended in summary states that the Regents will prepare a
consolidated operating budget for all of public higher education and
also periodically prepare institutional capital outlay requests. Funds
appropriated by the legislature to the Board of Regents shall be dis-
bursed by the Regents to each institutional board of trustees. The
process described in the statute is what the individuals responding to
this statement indicated would be in the best interest of public higher
educati on--to return fiscal flexibility to the institutions. A
dichotomy occurs between the expected and the actual legislation in the
closing paragraph of section six which takes approximately 92% of the
flexibility from the Regents, local board and institutions and
returns
it to the legislature. The statute summarized gives control of
person-
nel and utility accounts to the general court and the
Commissioner of
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Administration and Finance. The literature on governing structures
showed that without fiscal autonomy or flexibility for at least the
Board of Regents, that Board will not be effective and will be unable to
uphold its prescribed responsibilities. The most appropriate comments
that supported the response of the majority centered around the idea
that the success of the Regents will depend on their fiscal authority to
carry out the functions in an accountable manner.
Question 4:
What should the authority of the Board of Regents be with respect
to program approval or discontinuation?
( ) a. full authority and absolute control
( ) b. prior approval for program planning or discontinuation
( ) c. coordinating all programs and making recommendations to
institutions
( ) d. no authority over program planning or discontinuation
( ) e. no opinion
Statistical Analysis:
Legi slators Trustees
College
Admini strators Faculty Total
Average
Percent
A 1/7% 2/11% 13/21% 1/6% 17 11.3%
B 8/57% 6/31% 23/38% 5/29% 42 38.8%
C 5/35% 11/58% 20/33
%
8/47% 44 43.3%
D 0/0% 0/0% 5/8% 3/18% 8 6.5%
E 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 0 0 %
Total 14 19 61 17 111
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Narrative Analysis:
There were two sentiments that had about an equal number of
responses: that the Regents have prior approval for program planning or
discontinuation; and 2, that the Board of Regents coordinate all pro-
grams and make recommendations to the institutions. Both of these
expectations are in conflict with the enacted legislation, section five,
which in summary states the Regents have full power to authorize new
functions or programs; or consolidate, discontinue or transfer existing
functions or programs. The opinions of the respondents indicate that
the Board of Regents should be a coordinating board and not a governing
board. It is quite obvious that coordination of post secondary programs
in the Commonwealth is extremely important. The question is how will
one board with so many responsibilities perform this monumental task?
The solution is to have the Regents coordinate post secondary education
and give the authority of program development to the local boards of
trustees who will evaluate institutional needs within the framework of
accountability and budget. The prelegislative survey has been confirmed
by the post legislative opinion that one agency must " coordi nate
"
program development in Massachusetts public higher education.
Question 5:
What should the authority of the Board of Regents be with respect
to state-authorized personnel?
( ) a. full authority and absolute control
( ) b. prior approval over all personnel changes
( ) c. coordinating personnel procedures
( ) d. no authority over personnel
( ) e. no opinion
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Statistical Analysis:
Legi si ators Trustees
Col 1 ege
Administrators Facul ty Total
Average
Percent
A 0/0% 1/5% 3/5% 0/0% 4 2.5%
B 3/21% 2/11% 5/8% 6/35% 16 18.8%
C 8/58% 16/84% 31/51% 8/47% 63 60.0%
D 3/21% 0/0% 22/36% 1/6% 26 15.8%
E 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 2/12% 2 3.0%
Total 14 19 61 17 111
Narrative Analysis:
The respondents indicated that the Regents' responsibility should
only be to coordinate institutional personnel and leave personnel man-
agement to the various institutions. The respondents' opinion is in
contrast with the legislation chapter 15A, section five, which in sum-
mary grants full authority and control of institutional personnel to the
Regents.
During fiscal year 1981 unforeseen circumstances and the lack of
sufficient staff at the Regents' central office forced the Regents to
delegate personnel responsibilities to the local board of trustees, con-
tradicting the fundamental purpose of centralization, cost effective-
ness. It would seem that as the Commonwealth tightens its belt and
appropriate staff are appointed at the Regents' office, the personnel
authority will in all likelihood become the possession of the all power-
ful Regents who will attempt to bring some order and cohesion to
the
twenty-eight colleges and universities. The local board now and
the
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Regents in the future may presume that they have personnel authority but
in reality institutional personnel are controlled by the legislature
through the budget vehicle and secondly by collective bargaining
agreements.
Question 6:
What should the responsibility or authority of the local Board of
Trustees be with respect to the budget?
( ) a. full authority and absolute control
( ) b. prior approval over all budgets but no involvement in
daily management
( ) c. coordinating all budgets and making institutional
recommendations
( ) d. no authority over budget process
( ) e. no opinion
Statistical Analysis:
Legi si ators Trustees
Col lege
Administrators Facul ty Total
Average
Percent
A 1/7% 0/0% 5/8% 0/0% 6 3.8%
B 2/14% 11/58% 40/66% 6/3 5% 59 43.3%
C 10/71% 7/37% 12/20% 6/35% 35 40.8%
D 1/7% 1/5% 2/3% 4/24% 8 9.8%
E 0/0% 0/0% 2/3% 1/6% 3 2.3%
Total 14 19 61 17 111
Narrative Analysis:
On this statement the respondents expressed their opinion that lo-
cal boards should have institutional budget approval but no involvement
in the daily operations. According to the opinion the same authority is
afforded to the Regents. It is quite evident from the response that the
role of the local trustees is seen as not important to the institution
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or supportive for its system. This post legislative opinion confirms
the prelegislative survey which indicated the majority of respondents
did not desire to have a local board at each institution. Now that the
legislation is in place respondents still indicate one agency is neces-
sary to coordinate budgets for public higher education. As was estab-
lished in the prelegislative survey each institution should not have its
own local board of trustees.
Question 7:
What should be the geographic distribution of membership of the
local Board of Trustees?
( ) a. a representative from each city or town in the county
in which the institution is located
( ) b. a regional geographic distribution which will result in a
Board that is smaller than that currently legislated
( ) c. it should remain as currently legislated
( ) d. no opinion
Statistical Analysis:
Legi si ators Trustees
Col 1 ege
Administrators Faculty Total
Average
Percent
A 1/7% 5/26% 10/16% 3/18% 19 16.8%
B 1/7% 4/21% 12/20% 4/24% 21 18.0%
C 11/79% 8/42% 32/52% 7/41% 58 53.5%
D 1/7% 2/11% 7/12% 3/18% 13 12.0%
Total 14 19 61 17 111
Narrative Analysis:
Fifty-four percent of the respondents indicated that the member-
ship of the local board of trustees should remain as legislated. The
statute, chapter 15A, section nine, in summary establishes a board of
155
trustees consisting of eight members at each institution. Seven of the
members are appointed by the governor and one member is elected by the
alumni association.
The comments reveal that the city or town from where the member
comes is not the important criterion for the selection of a board
member. Like the selection of a Regent, qualification and interest in
the institution is the major factor.
Unlike statement one where the respondents had no strong opinion
on the distribution of the Regents, in this statement over half did have
a preference. The data indicate either the respondents are satisfied
with the current legislation or they do not have much interest in the
local board.
Question 8:
Should the membership on the local Board of Trustees have
institutional employee representation?
( ) Yes
) No
( ) No opinion
Statistical Analysis:
Legi si ators Trustees
College
Admini strators Faculty Total
Average
Percent
10/71%
4/29%
0/0%
4/21%
15/79%
0/0%
17/28%
43/70%
1/2%
9/53%
7/41%
1/6%
40
69
2
43.3%
54.8%
2.0%
14 19 61 17 111Total
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On this statement fifty five percent of the respondents indicated
that there should not be institutional employee representation on the
local board. This opinion is in agreement with the enacted legislation
which states that "no member of a board of trustees shall be principally
employed by any public educational institution or school system, or by
the Commonwealth." There is some irony in the opinions on this state-
ment because, of the group of legislators surveyed, 71% felt that
employees should have the right to be members but they did not vote the
legislation according to this post legislative opinion.
The main comment supporting the negative response cited conflict
of interest and interference with policy decisions.
Question 9:
Should the membership of the local Board of Trustees have
institutional student representation?
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) No opinion
Statistical Analysis:
Legi si ators Trustees
Col 1 ege
Administrators Facul ty Total
Average
Percent
Y 14/100% 16/84% 23/38% 9/53% 62 68.8%
N 0/0% 3/16% 35/5 7% 7/41% 45 28.5%
NO 0/0% 0/0% 3/5% 1/6% 4 2.8%
Total 14 19 61 17 111
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Narrative Analysis:
The respondents agreed that there should be student representation
on the local board. Their opinion is in conflict with the current
enacted statute. In analyzing the data further there is a strong
likelihood that there will be some changes to the legislation due to the
opinion of legislators supporting student representation 100%. Shortly
after this survey. House bill 4201 was filed which allows students to
serve one year terms on the local board.
The majority of the comments on this statement were not supportive
of the respondents opinion that a student constituency have voting
rights. The comments state that employees are not afforded voting
privileges so why should students have this privilege.
Question 10:
One Board with decision-making power for all of public higher
education in Massachusetts is a good concept.
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) No opinion
Statistical Analysis:
Legi slators Trustees
College
Admini strators Faculty Total
Average
Percent
9/64% 3/16% 45/74% 13/76% 70 57.5%
2/14% 16/84% 12/20% 3/18% 33 34.0%
3/22% 0/0% 4/6% 1/6% 8 8.5%
14 19 61 17 111Total
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On this statement the majority of all occupational groups ex-
cluding old segmental trustees are of the opinion that one board should
have all the power for decisions in Massachusetts public higher educa-
tion. This supports the current legislation which gives ultimate power
to the Regents. This also coincides with the prelegislative survey in
which an overwhelming majority agree that one board should coordinate
post secondary education.
The comments were that this should eliminate duplication and over
the long run be a cost savings for the Commonwealth.
Question 11:
The current legislation calls for a salary of $54,000 for the
chancellor. This should attract a candidate of:
( ) a. very high caliber
( ) b. superior caliber
( ) c. adequate quality
( ) d. inadequate quality
( ) e. unqualified
( ) f. no opinion
Statistical Analysis:
Legi slators Trustees
Co liege
Admini strators Faculty Total
Average
Percent
A 1/7% 1/5% 5/8% 2/12% 9 8.0%
B 2/14% 4/21% 8/13% 1/6% 15 13.5%
C 7/50% 6/32% 16/26% 11/65% 40 43.3%
D 2/14% 8/42 24/39% 3/18% 37 28.3%
E 1/7% 0/0% 5/8% 0/0% 6 3.8%
F 1/7% 0/0% 3/5% 0/0% 4 3.0%
Total 14 19 61 17 111
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Narrative Analysis:
On this statement there were no strong opinions regarding the
quality of the person that will be attracted by the $54,000 annual
salary. The current legislation provides for an annual salary of only
$54,000. The legislature is in the process of changing the legislation
on House bill 4201 to read as follows: "the Chancellor shall receive
such annual compensation as the board of Regents shall determine
• • • • Prior to the appointment of Chancellor Duff a private "politi-
cal deal" was made by the legislature to increase the salary to what he
would be receiving as President of Lowell University.
Questions 12:
Massachusetts public higher education will be better coordinated,
more accountable, and generally a better system due to
reorgani zation.
( ) 'le s
( ) No
( ) No opinion
Statistical Analysis:
Legi si ators Trustees
Col 1 ege
Administrators Facul ty Total
Average
Percent
Y 7/50% 4/21% 35/57% 7/41% 53 42.3%
N 0/0% 14/74% 11/18% 2/12% 27 26.0%
NO 7/50% 1/5% 15/25% 8/47% 31 31.8%
Total 14 19 61 17 111
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Narrative Analysis:
There was no strong opinion supporting Massachusetts as a better
system due to reorganization. There were as many respondents saying no
or no opinion as there were agreeing with this statement. It is dif-
ficult to assess whether individuals are taking a wait and see position,
whether there is a lack of confidence or there is a general dissatis-
faction.
On the prelegislative survey a question was asked if the system
was functioning satisfactorily. Seventy five percent of the respondents
were not of the opinion that it was and that major changes were war-
ranted. Now that the legislature has drastically changed the system to
improve coordination and accountability the respondents to the survey
still are questioning whether the system is functioning to its maximum
economic advantage for the Commonwealth and whether this reorganization
was the wisest choice.
Question 13:
Do the legislative branches still have too much influence in the
governance and control of public higher education?
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) No opinion
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Statistical Analysis:
Legisl ators Trustees
Col 1 ege
Administrators Faculty Total
Average
Percent
Y 1/7% 17/89% 45/74% 15/88% 78 64.5%
N 11/79% 2/11% 13/21% 0/0% 26 27.8%
NO 2/14% 0/0% 3/5% 2/12% 7 7.8%
Total 14 19 61 17 111
Narrative Analysis:
Sixty-five percent of the respondents are of the opinion that the
legislative branches still have too much control over public higher
education. Seventy-nine percent of the legislators did not feel they
have that influence.
On the prelegislative survey a question was asked whether the
legislature should have more to say about public higher education.
Almost eighty percent of the respondents expressed the opinion that the
legislature should stay out of higher education and let boards of
trustees and administrators run the institutions. A second question on
the prelegislative survey centered around funding and autonomy to allo-
cate funds without legislative control. Again over eighty percent of
the respondents indicated that the legislature should stay out of insti-
tutional affairs.
Now with public higher education completely restructured the
legislature is still deeply involved by controlling the budget not only
before appropriation but after funds have been appropriated to
institutions. It is interesting to note that the legislative respon-
dents still do not feel they are controlling higher education.
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Question 14:
Does the executive branch still have too much influence in the
governance and control of public higher education?
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) No opinion
Statistical Analysis:
Legi slators Trustees
College
Administrators Faculty Total
Average
Percent
Y 3/21% 16/84% 42/69% 15/88% 76 65.5%
N 9/64% 2/11% • 14/23% 0/0% 25 24.5%
NO 2/15% 1/5% 5/8% 2/12% 10 10.0%
Total 14 19 61 17 111
Narrative Analysis:
Sixty-six percent of 'the respondents are of the opinion that the
executive branch still has too much influence and control of public
higher education. The responses to this question were skewed in that
sixty-four of the legislative responses indicated that the executive
branch does not have too much influence.
The follow up survey corresponds to the results from the pre-
legislative survey opinion which indicated prior to reorganization the
executive branch had too much influence and control.
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Similar to the comments made in question thirteen it is ironic now
that the Commonwealth is completely restructured for supposedly the bet-
terment of higher education but is still being hamstrung by the bureau-
crats who control the finances and appoint all the policy makers.
This concludes the chapter on the response to the post legislative
survey. It is worthy of note that the comments made on each question of
this survey by the respondents were interesting and contributed signifi-
cantly to the study. The comments on each statement separated into job
occupational categories are included in appendix N.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, IMPLICATIONS, DISCUSSION
RECOMMENDATIONS AND ADDITIONAL RESEARCH
A, Summary
This study was designed to determine the problems delineated by
people in the field of public higher education and legislators prior
to, and during the 1980 reorganization. The study was approached
through an analysis of prelegislation and postlegislation opinions, as
administered and analyzed on surveys of select state legislators,
members of the former segmental boards of trustees, public college
faculty and administrators. The respondents' opinions were compared
to the enacted legislation to determine whether the legislation was
based on the opinions and expectations of the group surveyed, at least
in the specific areas, or whether there was no relationship. The
study has revealed possible problems and solution areas. The use of
the data may be helpful in developing amendments to the current
legislation, and the lesson learned will be valuable for any future
restructuring of public higher education. Although fifty-three
questions were administered on the prelegislation questionnaire and
fourteen on the postlegislation questionnaire, only the questions that
are relevant to the 1980 reorgani zation and the enacted legislation
are summarized in this chapter.
164
165
B. Findings
Sixty-nine percent of the respondents indicated that institu-
tions of public higher education in Massachusetts should not have
their own local board of trustees. This researcher performed a
chi-square analysis, and there was no significant difference of
opinion when analyzing the responses by occupation. Eighty percent of
the legislators, 62% of the trustees, 63.9% of the administrators and
70.2% of the faculty were not in favor of a separate local board of
trustees for each institution.
Fifty-nine percent of all respondents surveyed were opposed to
the concept that the five separate segmental boards of trustees should
be structured under one board. A chi-square analysis was performed,
and no significant difference was found. When analyzing the responses
by occupational categories, however, an interesting trend appeared:
57.1% of the legislators indicated a preference for a one board struc-
ture, 84% of the trustees, 60.4% of the administrators and 53.3% of
the faculty are opposed to structuring all public higher education
under one board.
Fifty-six percent of the respondents were not in favor of hav-
ing all members of the boards of trustees at public institutions of
higher education be appointed by the governor. Thirty-three percent
of the respondents agreed that board members should be appointed by
the governor, and 10.3% had no preference. A chi-square analysis was
performed, and no significant difference was determined. However, in
166
the analysis of the responses by occupation, the following trend
emerged: The legislators favored the governor making appointments,.
54.3%; opposed, 37.1% no opinion, 8.6%; the trustees were in favor
58%; opposed, 28%; no preference, 14%; the administrators do not sup-
port the governor making appointments, 59.4%; in favor, 41.6%; had no
opinion, 14.6%. The faculty disagreed on the issue of having the
governor make appointments 74.7%, agreed on his appointment authority
16.4%, and neither agreed nor disagreed, 9%. In the category of
other, 73.3% disagreed on having the governor make appointments and
26.7% agreed.
Fifty-six percent of the respondents disagreed, 32.8% agreed,
and 11.5% had no opinion, when surveyed on the statement that public
higher education should be organized into geographic regions and not
structured by segments such as the University of Massachusetts as one
segment, the University of Lowell as another segment, Southeastern
Massachusetts University as another segment, the ten state colleges as
another, and the fifteen community colleges as a final segment. A
chi-square analysis was performed, and no significant difference was
noted. When analyzing the responses by occupational category, the
following pattern developed: 40% of the legislators agreed on being
organized in geographic regions, 34.3% disagreed, and 25.7% had no
opinion. Twenty percent of the trustees supported geographic organi-
zation, 70% disagreed, and 10% did not have a preference. Thirty-five
percent of the admini strators were in favor of a geographic
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structure, 55.8% were opposed, and 9.5% had no opinion. Thirty-nine
percent of the faculty agreed with the geographical regional struc-
ture, 55.3% disagreed, and 6% had no preference. Twenty percent of
the category "other" agreed with geographic regions, 60% were opposed,
and 20% had no opinion.
Sixty-three percent of all respondents were opposed to, 29.9%
were in favor of, and 7.2% had no preference on having members of the
board of trustees that are employed by private colleges and universi-
ties being allowed to make policy for public higher education. Again,
no significant difference appeared when applying the chi-square test.
There are some interesting differences observed by occupationa.1
categories: 40% of the legislators, 56% of the trustees, 18.5% of the
administrators, 22.4% of the faculty, and 26.7% of the category
"other" were in favor of trustees being employed by the private sector
and making policy for public higher education.
On the statement that there should be a screening and selection
process similar to the judicial system when appointing members of the
boards of trustees for institutions of public higher education, 74.8%
of the respondents were in favor, 13.8% were opposed, and 4.1% neither
agreed nor disagreed. A chi-square analysis was performed, and no
significant difference was noticed. However, the occupational re-
sponse revealed that 60% of the legislators agreed, 31.5% disagreed,
and 8.5% had no opinion regarding the appointment of board members via
the judicial process. Seventy-two percent of the trustees were in
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favor, 22% were opposed, and 6% had no preference on the selection
process. Eighty-five percent of the faculty supported the judicial
process for selection of board members, 3% were opposed, and 11.9% did
not indicate a preference. In the last category, "other," 64.3% of
the respondents supported the judicial process for selecting board
members, 14.3% opposed the process, and 21.4% rendered no opnion.
Fifty-two percent of the respondents agreed, 36.3% disagreed,
and 11.8% had no preference that the University of Massachusetts, Uni-
versity of Lowell and Southeastern Massachusetts University should be
coordinated under one board of trustees. When conducting a chi-square
test, no significant difference appeared in the occupational cate-
gories. The data by occupation indicated that 51.4% of the legisla-
tors agreed, 34.3% disagreed, 14.3% had no opinion; that 25% of the
trustees were supportive, 66% were opposed, and 8% had no preference;
61.4% of the administrators agreed, 18.1% disagreed, and 10.4% had no
opinion; 51.5% of the faculty were in favor, 31.8% disagreed, and
16.7% neither agreed nor disagreed.
Sixty -two percent agreed, 30.8% disagreed and 7.2% rendered no
opinion on the statement that if public universities, state colleges
and community colleges were merged under one board of trustees, the
various institutions would lose their own individual identities. A
chi-square analysis was performed, and no significant difference was
noticed. There was a trend by occupational categories, as follows:
40% of the legislators agreed, 48.5% disagreed and 11.4% neither
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agreed nor disagreed; 82% of the trustees were in favor, 16% were
opposed and 2% had no opinion; 65% of the administrators agreed, 26.8%
disagreed and 8.2% had no opinion; 62.1% of the faculty supported the
statement, 30.3% were opposed, and 7.6% rendered no opinion; the final
category, "other," 26.7% agreed, 66.7% disagreed, and 6.7% neither
agreed nor disagreed that if merged under one board of trustees the
various institutions would lose their individual identities.
An overwhelming majority of all respondents, 79.9% disagreed,
10.6% agreed, and 9.5% had no opinion that the legislative branch
should have more say in the operation of public higher education
institutions. The chi-square analysis indicates no significant dif-
ference by the occupational categories. The analysis by occupation
category indicated that 31.4% of the legislators, 90% of the trustees,
86.6% of the administrators, 86.6% of the faculty and 73.4% of the
category "other" disagreed that the legislative branches should have
more to say in the operation of public higher education institutions.
The results from the survey indicated that 79.2% of the respon-
dents disagreed, 10.6% agreed, and 10.2% had no preference as to the
statement that the executive branch should have more say in the
operation of public higher education institutions. The chi-square
analysis has revealed no significant difference of opinion in the
occupational categories. The findings by occupation developed a trend
indicating that 37.2% of the legislators disagreed, 28.6% had no
opinion, and 34,4% agreed; 92% of the trustees disagreed, 4% neither
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agreed nor disagreed, 4% agreed; 82.5% of the college administrators
disagreed, 9.3% rendered no opinion, 8.3% agreed, 86.5 of the faculty
disagreed, 7.5% had no opinion, 6% agreed; 80% of the category "other"
were opposed, 6.7% neither agreed nor disagreed, and 13.3% were in
favor that the executive branch should have more to say in the oper-
ation of institutions.
Eighteen percent of the respondents agreed, 24.1% rendered no
opinion, and 57.9% disagreed that the Secretary of Education's office
is performing an important function in the coordination of public
higher education in Massachusetts. A chi-square analysis was per-
formed, and no significant difference was determined. When analyzing
the data by occupation, some interesting patterns were noted. Fifty-
one percent of the legislators, 38% of the trustees, 71.3% of the
administrators, 47.7% of the faculty, and 100% of the category "other"
did not agree that the Secretary of Education's office is performing
an important coordinating function.
The findings indicated that 52.8% of all occupational cate-
gories disagreed, 28% agreed, and 19.2% did not have an opinion as to
the statement that the Board of Higher Education is performing an
important function in the coordination of public higher education in
Massachusetts. A chi-square analysis was performed, and no signifi-
cant difference was computed. The occupation analysis indicated that
42.9% of the legislators, 42% of the trustees, 63.9% of the admini-
strators, 49.3% of the faculty and 60% of the category "other"
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disagreed that the Board of Higher education is performing an impor-
tant function in the coordination of public higher education in the
Commonweal th.
Fifty-nine percent of the respondents favored, 32% were
opposed, and 8.8% rendered no opinion on the statement that one agency
in the Commonwealth should coordinate all program development in
public higher education. A chi-square analysis was performed, and no
significant difference was noted. A review by occupation indicated
that 68.6% of the legislators agreed, 50% of the trustees agreed,
62.2% of the admini strators favored, 55.2% of the faculty agreed, and
66.1% of the category "other" agreed that one agency should coordinate
program development in public higher education.
The results of the survey indicated that 80.3% of the respon-
dents agreed, 17.8% disagreed, and 1.9% had no opinion regarding the
statement that upon receipt of the annual appropriation, and in the
framework of accountability, individual institutions should have the
autonomy to allocate their funds without legislative or executive
control. A chi-square analysis was performed, and no significant
difference was determined by occupational categories. There were
mixed opinions when analyzing the occupational categories: 60% of the
legislators disagreed, while 90% of the trustees, 91.7% of the
administrators and 86.4% of the faculty supported the concept that
upon receipt of annual appropriation, institutions should have the
autonomy to allocate funds using the institution's discretion.
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Sixty-four percent of the respondents had a negative opinion
and 32.4% were in favor of the Board of Regents having institutional
representation with voting privileges. A chi-square analysis was
performed, and no significant difference was found. When analyzing
the occupational statistics, 71% of the legislators and 59% of the
faculty supported institutional representation, while 59% of the
trustees and 7 4% of the administrators were opposed.
Sixty percent of all the survey respondents indicated that the
responsibility or authority of the Board of Regents with respect to
budget should be prior approval, but after approval there should be no
involvement in daily management. A review of the occupational data
indicated that 63% of the trustees and 69% of the administrators had
the same opinion as the majority of all respondents. On the other
side, the majority of legislators (57%), and faculty (47%), indicated
that the Board of Regents' responsibility or authority with respect to
budget should only be to coordinate all budgets and make institutional
recommendations.
The chi-square test was conducted and there was no significant
difference determined, although the findings do reveal a pattern
worthy of note, as 56.8% of the occupational categories surveyed were
of the opinion that the authority of the Baord of Regents, with
respect to state authorized personnel, should be a coordinating
function. The next statement selected most often by respondents was
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H° authority over personnel, and the statement selected least was to
have the Regents given full authority and absolute control over all
state-authorized personnel.
Similar findings indicated that 62.2% of the respondents did
not agree, 36% agreed and 1.8% had no opinion on the statement that
membership on the local Board of Trustees should have institutional
employee representation. A review of the data by occupation revealed
that 71% of the legislators and 53% of the faculty supported employee
membership on the local boards, while 79% of the trustees and 70% of
the administrators were opposed to institutional employee represen-
tation on the local Board of Trustees.
The study revealed that 55.9% of the survey participants indi-
cated that membership on the local Board of Trustees at each institu-
tion should have student representation. A review of the respondents
by occupation indicated 100% of the legislators, 84% of the trustees
and 53% of the faculty were in favor of student representation on
local boards. There were 57% of the administrators opposed to stu-
dents having a seat on the local Board of Trustees.
There were mixed opinions on the question, "Is Massachusetts
public higher education better coordinated, more accountable and
generally a better system due to enacted reorganization?" Of the
legislators surveyed, 50% indicated "Yes" and 50% had no opinion. The
Trustees surveyed indicated 74% "No," 21% "Yes," and 5% had no
preference. Fifty-seven percent of the college administrators
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responded "Yes" while 43% either indicated "No" or "No Opinion." Of
the final category, faculty, 41% responded "Yes" and 59% responded
either "No" or "No Opinion."
C. Implications
The findings of the study have substantiated that the 1980
reorganization of public higher education in Massachusetts was not
based on opinions and communication from people in the field of public
higher education. There were significant discrepancies between the
problems in public higher education, the expectations of people in the
field, and the actual legislation that was signed into law by the
legislative and executive branches. The following are the implications
of the findings in this study:
1. The opinions in the prelegislative study revealed that the type
of structure for a state like Massachusetts appears to be a
coordinating board with separate segmental boards for the
Universities, state colleges, and community colleges. There are
many precedents, nationally, for creating semi-autonomous
segments within a state, each with a unique goal, curriculum and
general education requirements, that support a specialized
mission. Obviously, the segmental mission must complement the
overall aims of the Commonwealth, which is that no citizen of
the state should be denied an opportunity for a college
education.
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2. The data show that the aim of reorganization appears to be more
centralization of the decision-making process so that coordina-
tion will result in the politically hoped for cost savings for
the Comonwealth. It is interesting to note that after reor-
ganization there are in fact more boards, more diversity of
decision and an uncertainty about centralization.
3. The findings of both the prelegislative and postlegislative
surveys indicate that politicians are the real decision makers
of basic policy for public higher education in Massachusetts.
These political decision makers are jeopardizing the development
of the Commonwealth's most important resource by interfering
with the future of public colleges and universities. This can
be seen for example in the legislative erosion of fiscal
autonomy in public higher education. When it came to developing
a governing structure for Massachusetts, the majority of the
survey group except legislators were opposed to a single board.
The expressed opinions were not what were put into legislation.
When it came to the appointment of board members, the majority
of respondents except legislators, were opposed to having the
governor make appointments and favored the judicial appointment
system. Once again, when the legislation was enacted, the
governor was given full authority to appoint all board members,
despite other opinion favoring the judicial apointment system.
When it came to the opinion concerning the loss of individual
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institution identity if all institutions were merged under one
board, most respondents, again except legislators, were of the
opinion that institutions would lose identity; legislative
opinion prevailed once more, and passed into law a single
board.
L The findings on the prelegislative and postlegislative surveys
uncover a strong concern for the lack of financing for public
higher education and the lack of planning and coordination
within the system. The postlegislative survey reveals that the
Board of Regents should coordinate institutional personnel, but
leave personnel management to the institution. It also
indicated that the Regents should coordinate programs and make
recommendations to institutions. When the legislation was
enacted, it gave full authority and absolute control over
personnel and program planning and institutional survival to the
Regents, which is not the opinion or expectations of the survey
group. When it came to the statement that institutions should
have flexibility to allocate funds after appropriation without
legislative or executive control, the survey participants
favored this freedom. However, when legislation was enacted, it
was written so the legislature controls the personnel and
utility accounts and gives institutions approximately 8% of
their budget to manage.
5. The findings did reveal an agreement on some general issues. For
example, there should be student representation on the boards;
there should be no employee representation on boards;
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there should be different admission policies which will address
the Commonwealth's students; that faculty and administrators are
held in high esteem; and that state higher education personnel
are not overpaid.
6. The opinions on the prelegislative questionnaire of the
legislators surveyed revealed that they favored consolidations
and closings of public higher education institutions. Using the
latest survey tool as a barometer, this researcher predicts
there may be consolidations and closings in the future. The
opinions of the experts in the field of education and the
general public will have little effect in attempting to overturn
legislative action.
D. Discussion
Last year the legislature and Governor King reduced the size
of the Commonwealth's public higher education system from seven
administrative bodies to one. The outside section of the fiscal 1981
budget was used as the vehicle to reorganize public higher education.
Even while the special commission was at work studying the whole
subject, the legislature by fiat caused the reorganization. The move
was defended on the grounds that it finally rationalized the hodge-
podge of overlapping educational jurisdictions in the Commonwealth.
This researcher is not going to defend the duplication of
effort and waste within the state's public higher education system.
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and that consolidations of institutions are made necessary by declin-
ing enrollments. However, using the state budget as the reorganiza-
tion tool while established commissions In the field are working on
comprehensive proposals does not necessarily result in the wisest
choice or a deed done in the taxpayers' best interest.
Ever since March 1, 1981, when reorganization was Implemented,
much that is questionable has happened:
-The appointment process of the membership to the Regents and
the institutional local trustees is political, and many appointees are
not knowledgeable about nor advocates for higher education.
-There was a delay in the appointment of a Chancellor and then
the appointment of Paul Guzzi, without much prior experience In educa-
tion, to pilot the course of reorganization in its early stage of
development.
-Some of the leadership roles on the Regents' staff have been
taken over by employees of the Board of Higher Education and other
defunct boards whose funciton had been questioned prior to reorgani-
zation.
The new Regents first act was to increase tuition at all state
higher education institutions, generating an estimated $14 million
dollars in additional state revenue, which does not go to the insti-
tutions, but to the state's general fund. The same new board does not
support new scholarship aid to offset the impact of increased tui-
tions. The risk is that public education will not serve the less
financially able families for whom private colleges are out of reach.
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When it came to the Regents' appointment of the critical post
of Chancellor, the board split on the various candidates and finally
drafted a compromise candidate, John B. Duff, President of Lowell
University. Dr. Duff assumed his new office on June 1 as the key
position in the new Board's governing structure.
Throughout history Massachusetts has looked at reorganization
as a means of solving problems. In higher education this can be seen
in the Wil li s-Harrington Act, the former reorganization plan, and now
in the current reorganization plan that was legislated in an outside
section of the fiscal 1981 budget. People in and out of the field of
education have many expectations with what was wrong with education,
and how these problems should be resolved. This researcher realizes
that everyone's opinion could not be sought, nor could everyone's
expectations be met. It is quite obvious, after reviewing the
legislation and comparing it with the pre-legislative opinions and
expectations that many, many problems were not even systematically
considered by the legislative body that was making the decision to
reorganize public higher education. Many of these problems uncovered
could have been more systematically addressed without going through a
major restructuring of public higher education. Change for the sake
of change is not a good concept, and in retrospect, it seems that is
what Massachusetts has done--made change, as desired by a few import-
ant political figures and not for the betterment of the system or the
Commonwealth. If carried to some of its logical conclusions the reor-
ganization may cause major dislocations in public higher education.
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This researcher feels strongly that there may never be a full recovery
after such a major setback for higher education in Massachusetts. If
a concerned legislature and the people in the field of education can
just hold this system together for the time being, there is bound to
be another major reorganization in the near future. What leads me to
believe that there may be another major reorganization are the
fol lowing:
1. Lack of emergence of leadership at the Board of Regents. Staff
roles are not clearly defined and functioning well, and
Chancellor Duff has taken a two- year leave of absence from
Lowell University.
2. One of the major reasons why reorganization was put into effect
was to take the power away from five segments and coordinate
them under one segmental board. The effect of the action of the
Regents has given the power back to the local Boards of Trustees
at each institution. In effect, we now have 28 segments func-
tioning individually, developing policies, setting fees, and
just possibley changing the intent of reorganization.
3. There is a lack of understanding on the part of people in the
field of higher education of what reorganization is all about,
what direction they are going in, and dissatisfaction that they
had no input into their destiny. The first concern may be from
the students about the various fee structures established by
local boards at the different institutions, the various policies
at various institutions and the lack of coordination in
programs.
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*• Another issue will come if the Board of Regents take back the
fiscal autonomy from the local Boards of Trustees. These
Trustees may then go up in arms and fight with the legislature
to retain their power.
5. Because the legislators hold the pursestrings, there is bound to
be some consolidation of programs and some closing of institu-
tions. This will upset some legislators, whose constituencies
are affected, which in turn will encourage significant
political debates on the future of public higher education in
Massachusetts.
6. Another problem area will be the different collective bargaining
contracts and the differing pay scales that have been estab-
lished for University, state college and community college
personnel
.
The next time Massachusetts decides to reorganize its public
higher education system, the researcher fervently hopes it will do
some planning—it will look at the real issues that are affecting the
system, and correct those problems in a system context. It should
recognize the people in the field of higher education and utilize
their expertise to develop the entire system. When reorganizing,
tough decisions will have to be made, but as long as there is
consideration of full data and consideration of the expertise of
individuals in the field of public higher education, people affected
will have less legitimate cause for di ssatisfication.
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E. Recommendations
Based on the evidence uncovered in this thesis, this
researcher makes the following recommendations.
1. That the statute be changed so that the Board of Regents will
restrict from its membership anyone employed by any institution
of higher education in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
(private or public sector).
2. That the statute be changed to allow college personnel to be
members of local Boards of Trustees to facilitate communication.
3. That the Board of Regents establish an impartial citizens panel
to recommend procedures for the consolidation and closings of
institutions that will take place in the future.
4. That the statute be changed so the Board of Regents become a
coordinating board with enforcement power. That there be a
separate segmental governing board for the universities, state
colleges and community colleges. That the local board power and
authority be clearly defined.
5. The the Board of Regents be given sufficient authority to carry
out their prescribed responsibilities.
6. That a screening and selection process similar to the judicial
process for the members of the Board of Regents and segmental
boards be established.
7. That there be a student representative on the various segmental
boards and a student representative on each local board.
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8. That the Commonealth develop a centralized admission depart-
ment which will make the students aware of the various programs
in the public higher education segment. The admission's
department should inform the students of the various financial
aid programs at institutions to allow the student his choice of
the best atmosphere to achieve success, without causing a
hardship on the student, being unfair to the faculty, and
creating a financial burden for the taxpayer.
9. That a committee of public college and University personnel be
appointed to evaluate the impact or probable consequences of
decisions of reorganization of public higher education and
assess its effectiveness. This committee should recommend
short-term changes that are needed, with an eye toward
future restructuring of post-secondary education.
F. Additional Research
The restructur ing of public higher education nationally is a
relatively new frontier about which very little empirical research
exists. This allows an opportunity to further the investigation of
the area. The following suggestions might be made to future
researchers
:
1 . a study could be done of the political and psychological
reasons
why legislators, trustees, faculty and administration responded
as they did to the questions on the surveys.
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2. A study could be done of various boards, their decision-making
procedures, their political make-up, their assumed and real
authority.
3. A study of public higher education employees' concept of reor-
ganization or restructuring is in order to see why employees
didn't get involved in a process that was affecting their lives
and to see whether these employees see themselves as part of the
decision-making procedure or alienated from it.
4. A study could be conducted using the same survey instruments, in
states that are in the process of reorganizing their public
higher education system, to determine if similar attitudes and
expectations are similar or different nationally.
5. A study could be conducted to analyze the decision-making
process used in the Wtl li s-Harri ngton reorganization, and the
process used in the 1980 reorganization to evaluate technique or
lack of it.
6. A study could be done of the various post-secondary structures
nationally. The factors that control these variations, and why
they work or do not work for the state they are in could be
studied.
7. A study could be conducted of the political attitudes toward
public and private higher education in the Commonwealth and how
these attitudes affect funding, flexibilty and the future.
8. A study could be used for the development of a future ^organi-
zational model that would be beneficial to the Commonwealth and
more rational in planning.
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APPENDIX A
SUMMARY OF THE DIMENSIONS AND SCOPE OF HIGHER EDUCATION
IN MASSACHUSETTS AND NATIONALLY
Enrollment Data (HEGIS 1978)
Total Enrollment Figures
Public Sector 165,120 45%
Independent Sector 200,854 55%
Total 365,974 100%
Total Undergraduate Enrollment
Public Sector 142,491 48%
Independent Sector 152,511 52%
Total 295,002 100%
Total Graduate Enrollment
Public Sector 16,141 25%
Independent Sector 48,343 75%
Total 64,484 100%
Pull and Part Time Undergraduate Enrollment
Full Time Part Time
Public 89,363 4 3% 53,128 62%
Independent - 120,095 57% 32,416 38%
Total 209,458 100% 85,544 100%
Full and Part Time Graduate Enrollment
Full Time Part Time
Public 3,176 10% 7,186 36%
Independent 30,609 90% 12,965 64%
Total 33,785 100% 20,151 100%
MIGRATION OF STUDENTS IN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC
HIGHER EDUCATION INTO AND OUT OF
Student ,
Residents
Out
Migration
In
Migration
Private
Colleges/Univ. 162,777 37,873 85,885
Public
Colleges/Univ. 188,596 26.953 12,587
TOTAL 351 ,373 64,826 98,472
Peterson, R.J., Smith, C.R.
Migration of College students
National Center for Education Statistics
Washington, DC 1975
^Students residing in the state who are studying
in or out of state.
Net
48,012
•14,366
33,646
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Faculty Data (HEGIS 1978)
Full Time Faculty And Percentage of Tenured Faculty in
The Five Public Segments
Full Time Faculty Tenured Percentage
State Colleges 1654 1278 77%
Community Colleges 1179 793 67%
University of Mass 1588 1184 75%
Amherst 1230 978 80%
Boston 358 206 58%
Lowell 399 309 77%
Southeastern Massa-
chusetts University 301 212 70%
Financial Data (State Budget)
State Appropriations for Maintenance and Operations By
Segment (excluding appropriations for Libraries and
Student Aid*)
FY 78 FY 79 FY 30
State Colleges 63,129,109 65,012,500 73,165,000
Community Colleges 49,025,381 49,905,460 56,257,686
Lowell 17,973,653 19,024,528 21,030,500
SMU 11,246,500 12,398,916 13,850,000
U/Mass 108,263,603 118,255,015 125,321,872
Total 249,638,246 264,596,419 289,625,058
These figures do not include maintenance of continuing education
programs which are self-supporting.
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State Appropriations for Student Financial Aid
BHE-administered
programs
All others
FY 78
13 , 363,750
5,483.680
FY 79
14,115,000
5,749,551
FY 80
14,625,000
6,342,500
State Appropriations for Maintenance of Segmental Offices
and BHE* •
FY 78 FY 79 FY 80
SCS Office 380,000 983,500 975,000
U/Mass Office 990,494 1,027,250 900,000
MBRCC Office 665,500 1,000,000 960,000
BHE Office 600,000 770,000 310,000
Total 3,135,994 3,780,750 3,645,000
NOTE: The above figures exclude appropriations for the State
College Computer Center
MASSACHUSETTS STATE BUDGET
AND HIGHER EDUCATION APPROPRIATION
Fiscal
Year
Total State
Budget
(In Bill ions 1
1974 $ 2.94
1975 3.55
1976 3.62
1977 4.08
1978 4.45
1979*
* 5.03
1980* 5.41
Higher Education
appropriation
(In Millions)
Percent
Hiqher 1
$ 204.4 7.0
232.1 6.5
233.6 6.5
249.6 6.1
269.8 6.1
289.5 5.8
313.9 5.8
Source: Executive Budget Recomnendations, House #1,
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Annual reports: 1975, 1976, 1977, 1978, 1979, and 1980
* This represents the beginning appropriation for higher
education. The rest of the appropriations include supplementary
funding during the respective fiscal years.
DIFFERENTIAL RATIO OF TUITION AND FEES BETWEEN
INDEPENDENT AND PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION IN
MASSACHUSETTS ACADEMIC YEARS 1973/74 and 1979/80
Academi
c
Year
1973/1974
Academic
Year
1979/1980
Comprehensive
universities
6.2 5.3
Colleges (4 year) 6.4 5.4
Colleges (2 year) 4.9 6.9
Professional and specialized
Colleges 3.9 4.1
The ratios are calculated from two sources:
(1 ) Student expenses at Postsecondary Institutions 1973-74 ,
College scholarship Service of the College Entrance
Examination Board, NY 1973.
(2) "Tuition and Fees at more than 1800 colleges
1
'
,
The
Chronicle of Higher Education, May 29, 1979.
Degrees Awarded (HEGIS 1978)
Total Number of Degrees Awarded By Level
Associate Bachelor Master Doctor
Public 8,853 13,690 2,726 352
Independent 5,098 24,575 11,590 1,501
Total 13,951 38,265 14,316 1,953
Academic Discip lines Conferring Largest Number of Bac-
calaureate Degrees ( In Rank Order)
Public Independent
1. Education 1. Social Sciences
2. Business 2. Business
3. Social Sciences 3. Engineering
4. Psychology 4. Letters
5. Health Professions 5. Education
Academic Disciplines Conferring Largest Number of Master's
Degrees (In Rank Order)
Public Independent
1. Education 1 . Business
2. Business 2. Education
3. Engineering 3. Engineering
4. Social Sciences 4. Public Affairs
5. Health Professions 5. Health Professions
U.S. POPULATION: 1975-2000*
(Millions)
Age 1975 1985 1990 2000
0-4 16 20 20 18
5-17 50 45 49 53
18-64 125 142 149 160
65+ 22 27 29 31
TOTAL 213 234 247 262
Median Aae
(Years) 28.8 31.1 32.3 34.8
*
"Projections of Population of the United States: 1975-2050,"
Current Populations Reports, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Series P-25,
No. 601. These projections are based on the following assumptions:
(1) fertility rates will continue at the replacement level, with 2.1
children born to each women; (2) there will be no significant in-
crease in life expectancy and (3) net inmigration will continue at
present rates, approximately 400,000 annually.
EFFECT OF EDUCATION ON EARNINGS OF
FULL-TIME, YEAR-ROUND CIVILIAN
WORKERS, 25 YEARS AND OLDER**
Median Income
Educational Attainment Women Men
8 Years Elementary $ 5,606 $ 9,891
4 Years High School 7,150 12,642
4 or More Years College 10,357 17,188
All Educational Levels 7,370 12,786
**
"A Statistical Portrait of Women in the U.S. ," Current
Population Reports, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Series
P-23, No. 58, 1976.
Number*
of
Students
(tn
1000'*)
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HIGHER EDUCATION ENROLLMENT IN
THE U.S. BY SEX AND AGE GROUP,
1967 to 1977
* New England Board of Higher Education analysis and depiction
of U.S. Census Bureau data.
FEDERAL BUDGET AND HIGHER
EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS
Fiscal
Year
Total Federal
Budget
(In Billions)
1973 $ 246.5
1974 268.4
1975 324.6
1976 366.5
1977 411.2
1978 440.0
1979*
* 512.7
Higher Education
appropriation
(In Millions)
Percent o
Hiqher Ed
$ 1,714 .69
1,901 .70
2,284 .67
2,174 .57
2.926 .70
3,597 .79
5,943 1.15
Source: Digest of Educational Statistics .
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.
Annuals 1975, 1976 and 1977
* President's budget request
Please note that figures represent current dollar
MASSACHUSETTS POPULATION: 1975-2000*
(Thousands)
Age 1975 1985 1990 2000
0-4 433 470 496 469
5-19 1603 1331 1332 1432
20-64 3198 3629 3732 3929
65+ 671 778 829 838
TOTAL 5,905 6,208 6,389 6,668
Median Age
(Years) 28.1 31.0 32.4 35.3
* ALVIN J. SANDERS
Office of State Planning
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 1975
Please note that median age is calculated
on the basis of a 5 year interval.
APPENDIX B
STATES RANKED BY TOTAL NUMBER OF
AND TYPE OF CONTROL
INSTITUTIONS
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STATES RANKED BY TOTAL NUMBER OF
INSTITUTIONS AND TYPE OF CONTROL 1 '
California 193 Coordinating Board
New York 189 Coordinating Board
Pennsylvania 138 Coordinating Board
Texas 124 Coordinating Board
Illinois 113 Coordinating Board/Consolidated Budget
North Carolina 112 Governing Board
Ohio 111 Coordinating Board/Consolidated Budget
Massachusetts 95 Coordinating Board
Michigan 78 Coordinating Board
Wisconsin 66 Governing Board
Virginia 66 Coordinating Board
Florida 63 Other (see Appendix C)
Missouri 59 Coordinating Board
Iowa 58 Governing Board
Tennessee 57 Coordinating Board
Georgia 57 Governing Board
Indiana 53 Coordinating Board
Minnesota 52 Coordinating Board
New Jersey 52 Coordinating Board/Consolidated Budget
Kansas 51 Governing Board
Alabama 51 Coordinating Board /Consol Ida ted Budget
South Carolina 50 Coordinating Board
Cunnec ticut 45 Coordinating Board /Consol ida ted Budget
Washington 44 Coordinating Board
Mississippi 42 Governing Board
Maryland 42 Coordinating Board
Oklahoma 41 Coordinating Board /Consol idated Budget
Ken tucky 40 Coordinating Board /Consol ida ted Budget
Oregon 34 Coordinating Board
Colorado 31 Coordinating Board
Louisiana 27 Coordinating Board/Consolidated Budget
Nebraska 26 Coordinating Board
West Virginia 25 Governing Board
Arkansas 25 Coordinating Board
N'ew Hampshire 23 Coordinating Board
Vermont 21 Other (see Appendix C)
Ma 1 ne 18 Governing Board
Arizona 17 Governing Board
New Mexico 16 - Coordinating Board
North Dakota 15 Governing Board
South Dakota 14 Governing Board
Utah 13 Governing Board
liawa i i 13 Governing Board
Montana 11 Governing Board
Rhode Island 9 Governing Board
Idaho 9 Governing Board
Delaware 9 Other (see AppendixC)
Wyoming 8 Other (see AppendixC)
Alaska 8 Governing Board
Nevada 6 Governing Board
l7 Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, ?. 28.
APPENDIX C
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OTHER ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES 18
Delaware No statewide agency - 3 governing boards
Florida State Board of Education is the governing board
for all public education; prepares a consolidated
budget. Under the jurisdiction of this board are
the Board of Regents of the State University
System and the Division of Community Colleges.
Both of these have program approval powers and
prepare a consolidated budget.
Vermont No statewide agency —- two governing boards.
Wyoming No statewide agency — separate Community College
Commission and BOT for University of Wyoming
18
Depar cmen t
i lie States. State
Colorado, 1979.
of Postsecondary Education, Education Commission of
Postsecondarv Education Profiles Handbook, Denver,
APPENDIX D
PERCENT OF FTE ENROLLMENT IN THE INDEPENDENT
SECTOR AND THE TYPE OF CONTROL STRUCTURE
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Stac«a in Descending Order by Percentage of Student FTE in Indioindinf
Institutions/Typa of Covarnanca/Coordination Structure r
Massachusetts 57* Coordinating Board
Rhode Island 53Z Governing Board
Vermont 44Z Other
New York 43Z Coordinating Board *
New Hampshire 43Z Coordinating Board
Pennsylvania 41Z Coordinating Board
Connecticut 40Z Coordinating Board/Consolidacad Budget
U tah 38Z Governing Board
Iowa 31Z Governing Board
Missouri 30Z Coordinating Board
Souch Dakota 30Z Governing Board
Maine 29Z Governing Board
Illinois 28Z Coordinating Board/Consolidacad Budget
Indiana 26Z Coordinating Board
New Jersey 26Z Coordinating Board/Consolldated Budget
Z6Z Coordinating Board
Minnesota 23Z Coordinating Board
Ohio 25Z Coordinating Board/Consolidaced Budget
Idaho 23Z Governing Board
North Carolina 23Z Governing Board
Souch Carolina 23Z Coordinating Board
Florida 20Z Other
Georgia 20Z Governing Board
Nebraska 20Z Coordinating Board
Kentucky 18Z Coordinating Board/Consolidaced Budget
Arkansas 16Z Coordinating Board
Delaware 15Z Other
Maryland 13Z Coordinating Board
Michigan 15Z Coordinating Board
Oklahoma 13Z Coordinating Board/Consolidated Budget
Virginia 15Z Coordinating Board
West Virginia 15Z Governing Board
Alabama 14Z Coordinating Board/Consolidaced Budget
Louisiana 14Z Coordinating Board/Consolidated Budget
Texas 14Z Coordinating Board
Wise onsln 14Z Governing Board -
California 13Z Coordinating Board
Kansas 13Z Governing Board
Oregon 13Z Coordinating Board
Washington 12Z ... Coordinating Board
Mississippi 11Z - Governing Board
Colorado 10Z Governing Board
Montana 10Z Governing Board
Alaska 9Z Governing Board
North Dakota 7Z Governing Board
Hawaii 6Z Governing Board
New Mexico 5Z Coordinaclng Board
A ri zona 4Z Governing Board
Nevada 1Z Governing Board
Wyoming OZ Other
APPENDIX E
STATE APPROPRIATIONS FOR HIGHER EDUCATION AS A
PERCENTAGE OF STATE GENERAL REVENUE
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STATE APPROPRIATIONS FOR HICHER EDUCATION AS .A PERCENTAGE
OF STATE GENERAL REVENUE, 1974-75 19
South Dakota 36. 5Z Governing Board
Nebraska 32. 2Z Advisory Coordinating Board
Oregon 26. 5Z Regulatory Coordinating Board
Oklahoma 24. 8Z Regulatory Coordinating Board/Consolidated
Governing Board BudgetIdaho 23. 7Z
Ind iana 22. 3Z Regulatory Coordinating Board
Montana 21. 7Z Governing Boerd
Kansas 21. 5Z Governing Board
Colorado 20. 7Z Regulatory Coordinating Board
Tennessee 20. 1Z Regulatory Coordinating Board
Texas 20. 1Z Regulatory Coordinating Board
Washing£gn 19. 3Z Advisory Coordinating Board
Wyoming 19. 3Z Other
Alabama 19. 0Z Advisory Coordinating Board/Consolidated
Governing Board u geWisconsin 19. 0Z
Arizona 18. 9Z Governing Board
Nevada 18. 9Z Governing Board
Utah 18. 9Z . Governing Board
Arkansas 18. 5Z Advisory Coordinating Board
West Virginia 18. 5Z Governing Board
Kentucky 18. 1Z Regulatory Coordinating Board/Consolidated
Other
.
Su3gecFlorida 18 ,0Z
Mississippi 17. 9Z Governing Board
Michigan 17. 8Z Advisory Coordinating Board
I ova 17. 6Z Governing Board
Virginia 17. 3Z Regulatory Coordinating Board
North Carolina 16. 9Z Governing Board
California 16. 7Z Advisory Coordinating Board
Missouri 16. 4Z Regulatory Coordinating Board
South Carolina 16. 4Z Regulatory Coordinating Board
Georgia 15. 6Z Governing Board
Illinois 15. 0Z Regulatory Coordinating 3oard/Consol^d^C|<^
Regulatory Coordinating BoardNew Mexico 15. 0Z
North Dakota
Alaska
14. 4Z Governing Board
14. 1Z ... Governing Board
Maine 14. 0Z Governing Board
Maryland 13. 0Z Advisory Coordinating Board
Ohio 12. 4Z Regulatory Coordinating Board /Conso 1 ^dgt|<j|
OtherVermont 12. 2Z
Delaware 12. 0Z Other
^Data provided by Lyman Glenny and Associates, Center for Research
and Development in Higher Education, University of California, Berkeley,
except for Texas, Wyoming, . Alaska and New Hampshire.
“^Estimated from U. S. National Center for Education Statistics and
U. S. Bureau of Che Census Data
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Louisiana
New Hampshire
11 . 3Z
11 .31
New York 11 .31
New Jersey 10 .52
Connecticut 10 - 2 Z
Minnesota 10 .12
Hawaii 9 .92
Pennsylvania 9 .52
Rhode Island a .42
Massachusetts 3. 32
Estimated from U
and U. S. Bureau of the
Regulatory Coordinating Board/Consol
Advisory Coordinating Board
Regulatory Coordinating Board
Regulatory Coordinating Board/Consolidacei
Regulatory Coordinating Board/Consoli^l^f.
Advisory Coordinating Board u ?e
Governing Board
Regulatory Coordinating Board
Governing Board
Regulatory Coordinating Board
S. National Center for Education Statistics
Census Data.
APPENDIX F
ANALYSIS OF STATE REVENUE IN COMPARISON
TO CONTROL STRUCTURES
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QPINTILE
lsc 2ad 3rd 4th 5th TOTAL
COORDINATING BOARD WITHOUT CONSOLIDATED BUDGET
Observed 5 3 5 2 5 20
Expec C ed 4 4 4 4 4
GOVERNING BOARDS
Observed 4 5 3 4 2 13
Expec ted 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6
COORDINATING BOARDS- WITH CONSOLIDATED BDDCET
Obs erved 1 1 1 1 1 8
Expecced 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6
OTHER
Obs erved 0 1 1 2 0 4
.3 . 8 .3 . 8 . 8
10 10 10 10 10 50
X
2
- 9.3 12 df X
2
- 21.03
ACCEPTED HYPOTHESIS NO RELATIONSHIP IN THE ABOVE TABLE
APPENDIX G
COVER LETTER FORWARDED TO STATE LEGISLATORS, MEMBERS
OF THE SEGMENTAL BOARDS OF TRUSTEES, PUBLIC
COLLEGE FACULTY AND ADMINISTRATION
James J. Pasquini
State House Room 473G
Boston, Massachusetts 02113
/idvuor/Sptaal Commission ro
Reorganise Higher Education
617/727-2584
Berkshire Community College
West Street. Pittslieid. Massachusetts 01201
415/499-4660
Aimitml Otss of Admtmrlrmintt StroKtl
SURVEY OF ATTITUDES TOWARDS PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION ISSUES
IN MASSACHUSETTS
As Che Special Commission Co Reorganize Public Higher Educacion
in Massachusa C Cs begins iCs work, ic is ImporCanC Co know how people
feel abouC various Issues affecCing Che presenc or possible fucure
scacus of public higher educacion.
Currencly I am working for Represencaclve Frank J. Macrango,
who is Co-Chairman of Chis Special Commission.
Your response Co Che aCCached quescionnalre will provide an
overview of aCClCudes Co Che Special Commission and daca chac will
be useful Co me in completing my docCoral dissertation ac Che
UniversiCy of Massachuseccs
.
This quescionnalre will cake less chan flfCeen minutes of your
time to complete. Your answers will be strictly confidential ; you
are asked not to put your name on this survey. If you would like a
copy of the results send me a stamped, addressed envelope at a lacer
dace.
When you complete this survey, please return it to me in the
enclosed stamped, addressed envelope. Thank you for your help.
Sincerely
APPENDIX H
THE PRELEGISLATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE
A Survey of Attitudes
Towards Public Higher Education Issues In Massachusetts
Think in term* of "Massachusetts Public Higher Education Plata* retd each statement and indicate ov a cnecxmarx
whether you “strongly agree." “generally agree." “neither agree nor disagree. “ “generally disagree. “ or “strongly disagree
If you would like to make comments about any statement do so in space provided below check oft boxes lor that statement
Strongly generally neither generally Strongly
Check ( y ) Appropriate Sex ° °“Mr"
Disagree
1. Each of the thirty institutions of public higher education m
Massachusetts should have its own local board of trustee* with full
governing authority.
2. The University of Massachusetts, the University of Lowell. South-
eastern Massachusetts University, the fifteen community colleges
and the ten state colleges are currently governed by five separate
boards of trustee*. Public higner education should be structured
under on* single board of trustee*.
3. All members of the boards of trustee* at public institutions of
higner education should be appointed by the Governor.
4. Public higher education snould be orgamzad into georgraphic
regions, not into segments suen as tn* University of Massachusetts
as one segment, the University of Lowell as another segment. South-
eastern University as another segment, the ten state colleges as
anotner and tn* fifteen community colleges as a final segment.
5. Currently some members of the vanous public higher education
boards of trustees are employed by private colleges and universities.
They snould be allowed to make policy tor institutions of public
higner education.
S. There snould be a screening and selection process similar to the
judicial system wnen appointing members of the boards of trustees
for institutions of public higher education.
7 Members of the boards of trustees snould be nominated by the
Governor. Out confirmed by the Legislative branch.
8. The University of Massachusetts. University of Lowell and South-
eastern Massachusetts University snould be coordinated under one
board of trustees.
9. If the public universities, stale colleges and community colleges
were merged under on* board of trustees, the various institutions
would lose their own individual identities.
10. Unions nave too muen to say about the daily management of
public higher education.
1 1 Students nave too muen to say about the daily management of
public higner education.
12. The Legislative Erancn snould nave more say in the operation of
public higher education institutions.
13. The Executive Branch should have more say m tn* operation of
public higher education institutions.
Q
'
a
a
a
a a
a a
a a
Q
a a
a a
a
a
a
a
a
a a
a
Disagree Disagree
14. All of the Massachusetts Stafa Colleges should hava Masters
Degree granting authority
15. Tha University of Massachusetts should hava sola autnority on
awarding Doctoral Oegreas in oudlic institutions in Maaaacnusatts.
16. Tha Sacratary of Education’s office is oarforming an important
(unction in tna coordination of public higher education in Massa-
chusetts.
17 The Board of Higher Education is performing an important
function in the coordination of public higher education in Massa-
chusetts.
18 . The central office staff of the state college system is important to
the coordination of the ten state colleges.
19. The central oftica staff of the community college system is
important to tna coordination of the fifteen community colleges.
20. Public higher education has good representation or lobbying at
the State House.
21. Public institutions within forty miles of one another should not G
otter the same technical and protesaional programs.
22. One agancy m the Commonwealth should coordinate all program
development in public higher education.
23. College administrators should be held more accountable to the
board of trustaes for their management decisions.
24 Catering to local needs or localism is an important aspect to
Massachusetts public higner education
25. Students who attend either the state colleges or the community
colleges suffer from the fact that their institutions do not carry the
prestige of the state university.
26. As enrollments decline, we should reduce the size and offerings G
at the institutions of public nigner education and not close any
institutions.
27 There are eight institutions of public higher education within G
Route 128: this is too many tor the region
28. All thirty of me institutions of puOlic higher education m Massa- G
cnusetts snould be given university status.
29. We snould develop all five public segments into one university G
system
30 institutions of public higher education are functioning satis- G
factorily and no maior cnanges are warranted at the present time.
31 Given the fine graduate programs offered by private colleges and a
universities in Massachusetts, the public colleges and universities
snould not offer graduate programs.
32. There snould be free tuition tor Massachusetts residents at all 0
institutions of public mgher education
33 Non-residents of the commonwealth attending institutions of G
public nigner education snould be cnarged the full cost of tuition
34 There snould be a graduated tuition charge: that is. a system Q
such as tne graduated income tax. wnere students pay tnat per-
centage of the tuition tnat their family income warrants
G
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
G
a
G
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
G
G
G
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
G
a
a
a
G
a
a
a
G
a
a
a
a
a
a
2
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35. Every resident in MaMacnuiatta graduating from high school
should receive a vouchor to cover, the coat ot four years of senior
public or private higher education m Massachusetts, which would
allow the student freedom of choice.
34. Given the current tuition charges in Massachusetts' institutions
of public higher education, additional public funds should not bo
used for scholarships.
37 Upon receipt of tne annual appropriation, and in the frame-
work of accountability, individual institutions should have the auton-
omy to allocate their funds without legislative or executive control.
38. Each institution ot public higher education snould have the
authority and the autonomy to solicit pnvate funds to be used at the
discretion of the institutions.
39 College faculty at institutions of public higher education ara
puid too much.
a
a a
a a
a a
a a a
40.
College presidents at institutions ot public higher education are G Q Q Q Q
paid too much.
41. Administration and faculty at all thirty institutions of public
higher education that perform comparable work should be at the
same respective pay level.
42. The htgn cost ot pnvate college or university education is con-
currant with the quality.
43. The quality of teaching during the first two years is better at a
public university than it is at a community college.
44. The quality of teaenmg dunng the first two years is better at a G
state college than it is at a community college.
45. The quality ot teaching is better at a public university than it is at G G
a state college.
44. Public higher education should put less emphasis on adminis- G G
trators and more emphasis on faculty and student service personnel.
47 Collective bargaining contracts have facilitated faculty respon- G G
siveness to student needs.
44. Faculty tenure should be maintained even though collective G Q
bargaining contracts exist in puolic higher education.
49. Access to an institution ot public higher education should be G G
available to all residents of Massachusetts seeking admission, regard-
less of their qualifications.
50. There snould be very strict admisaion standards established for G
the three public universities.
SI There snould be very strict admission standards established for G G
the ten state colleges.
52. The University ot Massachusetts should provide the research to 0 0
solve social problems.
53. Compatition tor students between puolic and private institutions O Q
is good
a a a
a a a
a a a
a a a
a a a
a a a
a a a
a a a
a a a
a a a
a a a
a a a
a a a
3
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THE PRELEGISLATIVE PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE
222
Classification Data
In order to pleoe your atdtudee into a group with others would you piaaao Mao oompiata mo following:
1.) Into whet group doaa
G Under 20
your age fail?
0 28-32 G 40-44 a 32-88
0 20-24 a 32-38 a 44-48 G 38-00
a 24-29 G 38-40 a 48-82 a 80 or over
2.) Sea? G Female Q Male
3.) Aid you employed?
a Y" Full-time Part time
No
4.) Occupation? LegtMMor Q Faculty
Board of Truataa a Other _
College Administrator
S.) Old you attend or are you attanding?
Laval Completed
lat yr. 2nd yr. 3rd yr. am yr.
Private collogo or untveratty Q
Public college or unlverorty
Meitner Graduate School
8.) Do you Intend In the future to take any couraae In a public Inatttudon of higher education in Maaaaohueetta?
a Yea No
If yea. toward what degree with a mafor in what area?
7.) m your approximate
under $9,000
*9.001 -112.000
$12.001-119.000
income for the laet year?
a $15,001-118.000
$18.001 -$21,000
$21.001 -*24.000
$24,001 -$27,000
$27.001 -$30,000
$30,001 or more
8.
) Whet wee the laet grade of tenool your father completed?
Level or Year
Grade School G Some College 0 1 G 2 G 3 G 4
G Jr. High School G Completed College G 2 G 4
G High School a Graduate School
9.
) What wee the leaf grade of school your mother completed?
Level or Year
a Grade School G Some College G 1 G 2 G 3 G 4
a Jr. High School G Completed College Q 2 G 4
G High School G Graduate School
10.) Have you ever thought seriously about reorganization of public higher education in Maaaachuaatta before completing
this questionnaire? G Yae G No
APPENDIX J
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS (SPSS) OF THE
PRELEGISLATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE
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A Survey of Attitudes
Towards Public Higher Education Issues In Massachusetts
Think in terms of "Maasachusslti Public Higher Education." Plaaaa raad aach statement and Indicate by a checkmark
whether you "strongly agree." "generally agree." “neither agree nor diaagree." ‘generally disagree." or "strongly disagree."
if you would like to make commenta about any statement do ao in aoaca provided below check oft boiea for that statement.
I V! _44liras NdMfear i l Sr**** noRe-
sponse
1. Each of the thirty institutions of public higher education in
Masaachuaetta should have its own local board of trustees with full
a G G a
governing authority. 9.8 16.3 4.9 25.8 43.2
2. The University of Masaachuaetta. the University of Lowell. South- G G G a
.4aaatarn Massachusetts University, the fifteen community collages
and the tan stats colleges are currently governed by five separata
boards of trustees. Public higher education should ba structured
under one single board of trustees.
14.
4
22.3 4.5 22.7 35.6
3. All mambars of the boards of trustees at public institutions of G G G G
higher education ahouid bo appointed by the Governor. 9.1. 24.2 10.2 24.6 31.4 .4
4. Public higher education should be organized into georgreptile a a G a G
.8regions, not into segments such as the University of Masaachuaetta
as one segment the University of Lowell as another segment South-
eastern University as another segment, the tan state colleges as
another and the fiftaan community colleges as a final segment.
8.3 24.2 11.4 24.6 30.7
S. Currently some members of the various public higher education G G G G
boards of trustsas are employed by private colleges and universities.
They should ba allowed to make policy for instttuUons of public
higher education.
9.8 20.1 7.2 23.1 39.8
8. Thera should ba a screening snd selection process similar to the G a G G G
.8judicial system whan appointing mambars of ths boards of trustsea
for institutions of public higher education.
35.6 38.6 11.0 8.7 5.3
T. Members of the boards cf trustees should be nominated by tne G G G G a
Governor, but confirmed by the Legislative branch. 10.2 17.4 14.8 25.4 32.2
8. The University of Massachusetts. University of Lowell snd South- a a a
11.7
G G
19.3 .8
•astern Massachusetts University should be coordinated under one
board of trusteed.
25.0 26.5 16.7
9. If the public universities, state collages and community colleges G a G G a
ware merged under one board of trustees, the various institutions
would loee their own individual Identities.
35.6 26.1 7.1 20.5 . 10.2 .4
10. Unions have too much to say about the daily management of a a a a G
public higher education. 20.8 18.2 15.5 32.6 12.9
1
1
.
Students have too muen to say about the dally management of a G G G a
public nignar education. 8.3 9.5 17.4 44.3 20.5
1 2. The Legislative Srancn should have more say in the operation of G a G G a
public nighar education institutions. 3.8 6.8 9.5 32.6 47.3
1 3. The Executive Branch should have more say in the operation of a a G G
a
public higher education institutions.
1.5 9.1 10.2 35.2 43.9
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Treagty t
Agree Agree 31 “Stairw
Strongly
Msagree No
Re-
sponse
a a
15.2 29.2 18.2 23.1 13.6 .8
a a a a a
17.4 25.8 12.1 26.9 16.7 1.1
a a a
3.8 14.0 23.9 31.4 25.8 1.1
a a
4.9 22.7 18.9 28.4 23.9 1.1
a a
9.5 37.1 32.6 13.3 6.4 1.1
a a
9.5 37.9 25.0 14.4 11.4 .4
a a a
4.9 20.1 17.8 34.1 22.0 1.1
a a
9.5 36.4 11.0 30.7 11.4 1.1
a a a
18.6 40.2 8.7 21.2 10.6 .8
a a
22.3 39.8 16.3 14.4 6.1 1.1
a a
37.1 47.0 7.6 6.4 .4 1.5
a a
9.8 26.9 13.3 34.5 14.8 .8
a > a
7.6 19.7 8.7 40.5 22.0 1.5
a G
15.2 25.0 25.4 23.9 10.2 .4
a a a
1.1 4.5 4.9 26.9 62.1 .4
a
9.1 12.1 8.0 26.1 43.9 .8
a
4.5 9.5 10.2 47.0 28.4 .4
i a a a
'
.8 4.2 2.7 20.8 71.2 .4
i a a a a a
7.6 4.9 3.4 34.1 49.6 .4
t a a a
28.0 37.5 8.3 18.2 7.6 .4
• a a a a a
10.2 24.2 9.1 27.3 27.7 1.5
14. All of the Masaagnninta SIM Collages mould ham Miwii
Degree granting aulhonty.
19.
The University of should nave sole authority on
id. The Secretary of Cduoedons offtoa w performing an important
function in ma coordination at puado hignar aduoadon in Maaaw
17. Tha Board of Higher education la partomdng an import**
function in tha coordination of uuOUo hignar aoucaoon in Mmaa-
18. The central office waif of thestatecoflegetwain is important to
tha coordination of tha (an ttata roilagaa,
id. Tha cantral offloa naif of tha community oolloga ivwam ia
important to tha coordination of tha llftaan community collagea.
20. PuOdc higher education hadgood fapmaantadon or loPPymg W
tha State Mouam
21. PuPdc inaOtutfone within fotty mdaa of one another ahouid not
22.
Onaagancy In (haCommonaraaith ahouid oootdlnaaaad program
23. CoMtQttdivMVfinioniftouMbthiMnNKVi
board of truaaaae for than i
29. Studanaa mho attend aitharma waaa roilagaa or thecommunity
collagaa auffer ironr tha fact that thaw Inadtudona do not cany tha
prewiga of tna etate umverarty.
28. AaonroUmontadacftoa. wo anould reduce mo anaand offormga
W tna inodtuttono of puoMa higher education and not done any
27. Thera «• eight luaPtudona of puOtio higher aduoadon within
Route 128: thta ia too many for the region.
28. All thirty of the maotuoone of puodo higher aducadon in Maaaa*
chuaatta ahouid bo given umvarany statue.
29. We ahouid develop ad five public aagmanta into one umvarany
3a inadtudona of public higher education are functioning aada-
31.
Oivan tha fine graduate program ortsrad by pnvaaaooiiagaaand
unrverarOae in i laaeatnuaalta. tna puofie collagaa and unneramaa
mould not offer
32. There should be free tuition for
institudone of public higher education.
33. Non-reawMnta of tha commonwealth attending inadtudona of
puoiic hignar education mould be charged the full cow of tuidon.
34. There should bo a graduated tuition charge: tnm la. a syatam
lucn sa ma graduated income to*. wneta students os
carnage of the tuition mm thaw family income warrants
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J
,
Avpravrtrts an
S*r2i
1
Agree
1 HI S=S58 NoRe-
sponse
31 Every resident in Maeaacnusetta graduating from high school
sdouid receive a voucnar to cowar, m« coat of four yuan of sartiar 4.2
G a a G
1.1public or prtvata hlghar aducatton in Massachusetts. which would
allow tha studant fraadom of choice.
4.5 9.5 32.2 48.5
31 <31wan tna currant tuition cftargaa in Massachusetts' institutions G G G
of public hlgfiar aducation. additional public funds should not ba
uaad for scholarships. 8.0 12.9 7.6 39.0 32.6
37. Upon receipt of tna annual appropriation, and in tfia frama- a G a a a
work of accountability, indlwiduai inatttutlona abould hawa tna auton-
omy to allocate thaw funds without lagialatiwa or executive control.
44.7 35.2 1.9 10.6 7.2
.4
31 Each institution of public nighar education mould haws tna a G a a G
authority and tha autonomy to solicit private funds to ba uaad at tha
discretion of tha institutions.
46.6 36.7 4.5 9.1 2.7 .4
39. College faculty at instttutfona of public hlghar education are a G G G G
paid too much.
.8 3.4 9.5 36.7 49.6
41 College presidents at Instttutiona of public higher education are G G a a
paid too much. 6.1 13.3 15.9 32.6 31.8 .4
41. Administration and faculty at all thirty instttutiona of public G G a a
hlghar aducation that perform comparable wort mould ba at tha
same respective pay level.
28.4 40.5 9.8 15.5 5.7
42. Tha high coat of prtvata college or university education la con- G G a a
currant with tha quality.
.8 11.0 16.3 36.7 34.8 .4
41 Tha quality of teaching during tha first two years Is batter at a
public university than it Is qt a community collage.
a a a a a
.83.8 13.3 19.3 27.7 35.2
44. Tha quality of teaching during tha Aral two years is batter at a G a a a a
stats collags than it Is at a community cottage. 3.0 11.4 22.0 26.9 36.4 .4
48. Tha quality of teaching is better at a public university than it la at a a a a
a state cottage. 4.9 12.9 27.7 26.5 27.7 .4
41 Public hlghar aducation should put laaa emphasis on adminte- a G a G
trators and mote emphasis on faculty and student service personnel.
22.3 28.0 19.7 18.9 10.6
47. Collecttva bargaining contracts have facilitated faculty rsspon- a a a a
siwaneaa to student needs. 2.7 8.3 17.0 34.1 37.5 .4
41 Faculty tenure should ba maintained oven though collective a G a a
bargaining contracts exist in public higher education. 17.4 23.1 12.5 22.7 24.2
49. Accaas to an institution of public higher education mould be G G G a G
available to all raaidonts of Msassrhiisstts seating admission, regard-
leas of their qualifications.
14.8 20.1 4.2 33.7 27.3
50. Thors should ba vary strict admission standards established for G G G a G
tha throe public universities. 10.2 41.3 11.4 27.7 9.5
51. There should ba vary strict sdmiieion standardsestablished for G G a G G
tha tan state collages. 4.9 • 31.8 18.9 35.2 9.1
52. Tha University of Massachusetts should provide the rssssren to G a a G G
solve social problems. 15.5 46.6 21.2 9.1 7.6
51 Competition for students Dotwson public snd private institutions G G G G G
is good. 17.4 55.3 14.4 9.5 3.4
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APPENDIX K (Con't)
Classification Data
1. AGE GROUP:
Under 32
32 - 36
37 - 40
41 - 44
45 - 48
49 - 52
53 - 56
57 - 60
61 or over
2. SEX:
Male
Female
No Response
3 . EMPLOYED
:
Full Time
Part Time
No
No Response
4 . OCCUPATION
:
Total
Total
Total
Legislator
Board of Trustee
College Administrator
Faculty
Other
Total
5
. COLLEGE ATTENDED
Private College or University
Public College or University
Neither
No Response
Total
35
23
28
34
33
39
34
12
26
264
177
85
2
264
255
2
6
1
264
35
50
97
67
15
264
126
105
21
12
264
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APPENDIX K (Con't)
6. DO YOU INTEND TO TAKE ANY COURSES
IN A PUBLIC INSTITUTION OF HIGHER
EDUCATION IN MASSACHUSETTS IN THE
FUTURE
Yes 117
No 135
No Response 12
Total 264
7. INCOME:
$12,001 - $15,000 8
$15,001 - $18,000 15
$18,001 - $21,000 17
$21,001 - $24,000 38
$24,001 - $27,000 34
$27,001 - $30,000 21
$30,001 - or more 127
No Response 4
Total 264
8. LAST GRADE OF SCHOOL FATHER
COMPLETED
:
Grade School 61
Jr. High School 31
High School 66
Some College 27
Completed College 27
Graduate School 42
No Response 10
Total 264
9. LAST GRADE OF SCHOOL MOTHER
COMPLETED
:
Grade School 44
Jr. High School 33
High School 98
Some College 39
Completed College 30
Graduate School
No Response 2 .
Total 264
10.
REORGANIZATION:
Yes 245
No _12
Total 264
APPENDIX L
THE POST LEGISLATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE
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POLLCW-UF QUESTICNNAIKE
1. V*iat shculd be the geographic distribution of the Board of itegerrts?
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
a. a representative fran each county
b. a representative from the city or town in which the institution is
located
c. a regional geographic distribution which will result in a board that
is snaller than is currently legislated
d. should remain as currently legislated
e. no opinion
Cements:
2. Should the rnsnbership of the Board of Regents have institutional yppro^on't-*—
tion (i.e. president, faculty member
, etc.) with voting privileges?
( ) *es
( ) No
( ) No opinion
Contents
:
3. What should be the responsibility or authority of the Board of Regents with
respect to the budget?
( ) a.
( ) b.
( ) c.
( ) d.
( ) e.
Garments:
full authority and absolute control
prior approval over all budgets but no involvement in daily management
coordinating of all budgets and making institutional reccnmendations
no authority over budget process
no opinion
4. What should the authority of the Board of Regents be with respect to progran
approved or discontinuation?
( ) a.
( ) b.
( ) c.
( ) d.
( ) e.
full authority and absolute control
prior approval for program planning or discontinuation
coordinating all programs and making recaimendatians to institutions
no authority over program planning or discontinuation
no opinion
Garments:
5. What should the authority of the Board of Regents be with respect to state-
authorized personnel?
( ) a.
( ) b.
I ) c.
( ) d.
( ) e.
full authority and absolute control
prior approval over all personnel changes
coordinating personnel procedures
no authority over personnel
no opinion
Garments:
251
6 .
be with
C ) a.
( ) b.
( ) c.
( ) d.
( ) e.
to the budget?
full authority and absolute aontzol
prior approval over ail budgets but no involvement in daily management
coordinating all budgets and making institutional rimm yiafim«
no authority over budget process
no opinion
7.
Vtiat should be the geographic distribution of membership of the i <•**») Board of
Trustees?
( ) a. a representative from each city or town in the county in which the
institution is located
( ) b. a regional geographic distribution which will result in a Board that
ia smaller than that currently Legislated
( ) c. it should main aa currently Legislated
( ) d. no opinion
Qjmantst
8. Should the membership an the local Board of Trustees have institutional orployte
representation?
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) No opinion
Consents:
9. Should the membership an the local Board of Trustees have institutional student
representation?
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) No opinion
Garments:
10.
Che Board with decision-making power for all of public higher education in
Massachusetts is a good concept.
( ) Yes
( ) No
{ ) No opinion
Caimants:
11.
The current legislation calls for a salary of $54,000 for the chancellor.
This should attract a candidate of:
( ) a. very high caliber
( ) b. superior caliber
( ) c. adequate quality
( ) d. inadequate quality
< ) e. unqualified
( ) f. no opinion
danants:
12.
Massachusetts public higher aducaticn will be het-tor coordinated, more
accountable, and generally a better systan due to iwirgwn i tjiHm .
( ) Yes
( ) No
( ) No opinion
Cements:
13.
Oo the legislative branchesstill have too nudi influence in the governance
and control of public liigher education?
( ) Yea
( ) No
( ) No opinion
Connects:
14.
Does the executive branch still have too nudi influence in the <ywemance
and control of public higher education?
( ) Yes
(. ) No
( ) No opinion
Qaraents:
My Occupation?
( ) Legislator
( ) Board of Trustees (old segmental beard)
( ) College adninistxattor
( ) Faculty
( ) Other
APPENDIX M
COVER LETTER FOR POST LEGISLATIVE
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
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JAMES J. PASQUINI
Berkshire Community Collage
Waac Street
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 01201
(413) 499-4660
A FOLLOW-OP SURVEY ON REORGANIZATION OF MASSACHUSETTS
PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION
Your response to tha attached questionnaire related to reorganization
of Public Higher Education in Massachusetts will be useful to ns In completing
ay doctoral dissertation at tha University of Massachusetts, and paramount to
focus on problems for possible legislative revision.
Tour answers will be strictly confidential ; you are asked not to put your
name on this survey.
Milan responding, think in terms of the recently enacted reorganization
legislation of Massachusetts Public Higher Education. Please read each ques-
tion and Indicate your answer by checking the appropriate box. If you would
Ilka co make comments about any question do so in the space provided below
that question.
Whan you complete this survey, please return It co me in Che enclosed,
stamped, addressed envelope. Thank you for your help.
Sincerely
James J . Pasqulni
Asst. Dean of Administrative
Services
Enclosure
/f
APPENDIX N
RESPONDENTS COMMENTS ON EACH QUESTION OF THE POST
LEGISLATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE SEPARATED
INTO OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORIES
APPENDIX N
Conroenta ;
Legislators:
Trustees:
STATEMENT I
There la no need to change the geographic distribution of
the Board of Regents. The effectiveness of the board depends
on the individuals selected.
The composition of the BOR's is representative of a wide
spectrum of constituencies and needs little or no change
at this time.
It must be seen how they perform before I can make a Judgement
as to the membership relative to geographic distribution.
Size is not the important factor; good decisions and accounta-
bility are.
Almost any structure but the one legislated would become
unwieldy.
Geography should not necessarily be a major determinative
factor in Regent selection.
Geographic representation should have been considered.
The Governor’s appointees have a vested interest in the private
sector. There must be more public representation.
Increasing Che membership would slow down the decision-
making process.
Statement 1 (continued)
Trustees:
Administrators
Faculty:
Geographic distribution is Less important than individual
commitment to public higher education, but you don't want
everyone from within Route 128.
The entire state must be represented on the BOR's.
The current board does not represent the public, only high
technology and business.
It should be as currently legislated, but some effort should
be made to reduce the high technology emphasis on the board.
: All counties should have representation on the BOR.
The membership of the BOR should be selected from the cities
where the institutions are located.
Keep size the same, but spread out membership to other regions,
not Just Boston.
Quality of membership more important than distribution.
Members selected who are familiar with the entire state and
the institutions.
If the legislators wanted to be helpful, they would have
included geographic requirements in the present legislation.
Regional geographic is the fairest representation.
There should be regional distribution, but keep the membership
at its current size.
Statement
Faculty:
(continued)
Should have educators from the public institutions on
the BOR.
Don't understand current legislation
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Comments :
Legislators:
Trustees:
Administrators
:
STATEMENT 2
Vested interest would interfere with the decision process.
Yea, there should be representation, but not a president.
Absolutely not.
There should be representation, but only allowed to have
one member voting.
With a president on the Regents, the board would lose its
effectiveness.
In advisory capacity only.
There should be a representative from the Presidents' Council
who is an ex officio member.
Employees who are affected should have representation on the
Regents.
Yes. Presidents.
Presidents only, with no voting privileges.
Yea. This is the only way institutional opinions and views are
articulated.
Should have a representation from faculty and administration
at each meeting as advisors.
No way, there should be as little contact with the Regents
as possible.
Statement 2 (Continued)
Administrators
:
Faculty:
In the form of advisory conalttees only.
Conflict of interest would be bad.
There should be at least one faculty member added to the
BOR's.
Faculty or administrator, but not presidents.
The restriction of no public higher education employees
eliminate a very important perspective.
At least the largest group of employees should have repre-
sentation; the faculty.
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Comments ;
Legislators:
Trustees:
Administrators
:
STATEMENT 3
Regents must have full authority to enable It to carry out
Its role and responsibility.
One agency must have complete control to keep system in an
orderly fashion.
To be successful and turn the public higher education system
around, the Regents must have more power than any previous
board.
The nitty-gritty budget problems should be delegated to
responsible staff personnel.
They must have full control.
But institutions must be accountable to the Board of Regents.
If the state had formula funding there would be no problems
in the budgetary process.
I believe that each individual college is best suited to
distribute allocated funds.
Local campuses need flexibility.
BOR must have fiscal autonomy in order to work.
The budget function should be decentralized.
The Regents should have approval over only exceptional requests.
Statement 3 (continued)
Faculty
:
Keep the BOR out of the budget process so that institutions
can respond to changing student needs.
The Regents will not recognize the specific needs of each
institution, and provide the funding necessary to permit the
attainment of the individual missions.
Too much power in the hands of one board is dangerous.
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Comments:
Legislators
:
Trustees:
Administrators:
STATEMENT 4
The new board should cake a look at every program throughout
che state.
Coordination of programs is an Important role of che
new board.
The Regents will not be successful unless Chey have autonomy
insofar as program approval or discontinuation is concerned.
Giving Che Regents this authority will only create unnecessary
delay.
They must have approval over programs.
Power in discontinuation only.
Institutions should set their own priorities in programs.
Only if the Regents step in and discontinue programs will
higher education duplication ever b« corrected.
Final authority must lie with each college. Board should only
recommend
.
My experiences lead me to conclude that there is a great deal
of duplication throughout the state.
Yes, coordination!
Some institutional decisions have caused problems for the rest
of us. Clearly need to be overseen.
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Statement
Faculty:
(continued)
Program approval should not be tied up In red tape, but
controlled by the staff at the Regents.
STATEMENT 5
Comments :
Legislators:
Trustees:
Administrators
:
Should not be involved with the personnel management of
the institutions.
The Regents should step in to see how poorly the presidents
are treating the employees.
Full authority is the only way to keep control of the budget
Personnel matters should be delegated to institutional
Boards of Trustees.
There should be no direct authority over personnel.
Give each president the personnel discretionary power,
and if he doesn't use it wisely, fire him.
Have the same power that the previous segmental board
had. That seems to work quite well.
If the union contracts are with the State, Regents should
be involved only to that extent. Avoid another bureaucracy
Faculty: No comment
.
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Comments :
Legislators:
Trustees:
Administrators
:
Faculty:
STATEMENT 6
The local board must and should hold the institutional
leadership very accountable.
Fiscal matters kept at home will give institutions the
needed flexibility.
Complete budget responsibility and authority.
The Board should have the same power as a local school
consnittee.
Institutions should be accountable to local board in carrying
out budget reconmendations.
Local Trustees can be more knowledgeable abouc local needs
and more responsible to them chan the Regents.
Best authority should be in institution.
The best thing that could happen is to get authority out
of Boston and to local boards.
I doubt the legislature will give up fiscal power.
The State will lose complete control.
Let the college staff handle budgets and management;
local boards should just develop policy.
STATEMENT 7
Comments :
Legislators:
Trustees:
Administrators
:
The boards
'
quality depends on its members
,
not their
location.
Remain the same. Give them time to see if they can do the
job.
There must be more student representation on the Local
Board of Trustees.
Trustees should be Locally elected in a county election.
Geographic, to me, seems Less important than personal
qualifications
.
The Board should be increased to twice its current size.
More important to have people from different backgrounds
and skills.
This is the best part of the Legislation. Do not change it.
Get the best people, regardless of their hometown.
A slightly Larger board (11-13), but city and town repre-
sentation is not essential because Issues are not in that
manner
.
Same as Regents: Quality first, then distribution.
Give them a chance, since it's too new to challenge.
Statement 7 (continued)
Administrators:
Faculty:
Representation would not have to be from every city and
town in the county, but should represent every area of
the county.
A representative from each city or town is excellent,
provided that the number of members do not get so Large
that a decision is never made.
More student voices.
I feel Chat all members of the local boards should have
a college education; high school degrees are not enough.
STATEMENT 8
Comments :
Legislators
:
Trustees:
Administrators
:
Faculty:
As advisors only; no voting rights.
No, they will Interfere with policy decisions.
At least one, no more than two.
No, only as advisory committee.
An administrator who understands the entire situation.
Yes, but not the President or any dean.
This would be a conflict of interest.
One faculty and one administrator.
No membership; just the opportunity to supply input.
They get that through unions.
The employees are affected by decisions. There should be
representation on the local board of Trustees from the
nonacademic personnel and faculty.
Who knows more about the institution than employees?
The Board should be made up from the ranks of experienced
academics and academic administrators
.
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Comments ;
Legislators
:
Trustees:
Administrators
:
STATEMENT 9
The students should elect a representative, not have the
Governor appoint one.
Students should be allowed to cast one advisory vote.
They must have some method for input. For this reason
I would support student representation.
With no vote.
Advisory only.
Trustees should not be comprised of special Interest groups.
No, but the Trustees' membership should have more than
one graduate of the institution.
No, but have some avenue for input.
Politically, student representation is a strong possibility.
Yes, one!
Conflict of interest.
Not needed
How has it worked in other places where it has been tried?
If OK, then "yes."
Yes, only if non-voting.
STATEMENT 10
Comments :
Legislators:
Trustees:
One board will be able to set needs and priorities.
Hopefully, a single board will present a better budget
for the system.
I have mixed feelings; the process was very disruptive.
Yes, coordinating power only.
I do not believe that one board for all of public higher
education Is a good plan.
One board will result in Inadequate supervision of the
institutions.
The problems that segmental boards had will pale to
insignificance in comparison to the problems chat che
state will have in that a single board will never be able
to adequately govern Che complex and different "'single
systems": To govern requires 3ome knowledge of different
philosophies and student populations. Governance requires
a tolerance for ambiguity, but not negligence through an
absence of understanding. Familiarity does not breed
contempt, but knowledge, relevant decisions and accounta-
bility.
Can't work — institutions have different objectives.
Statement 10 (continued)
Administrators
:
It is OK as long as they don't act as college administrators
and only set policy.
Under a one-board concept, comnunity colleges will find it
difficult to relate to local needs.
The previous segmental boards did not have such a good
track record. The new Regents must establish better public
relations.
As long as they know what they are doing.
Must have good leadership to see that the central office
functions operate to support institutions, not handicap
them.
I'm not sure. There are as many advantages as disadvantages
to every arrangement.
The various Institutions are too diverse for one board.
Have not had enough time to observe the operation.
Concept, yes.
It ignores the individual needs of community colleges,
State colleges and Universities.
If the proper authority for running the institutions is
delegated to the local boards.
It is too early to determine, given the attitude of
Massachusetts politics.
273
Statement 10 (continued)
Administrators: So long as they have authority over the private and not
just the public sector.
Faculty: The Regents will be a stronger advocate for all of Massachusetts
Public Higher Education.
Yes, or a policy and long-range planning cotmnlsslon.
Have to wait and see.
STATEMENT 11
Comments :
Legislators:
Trustees:
Administrators:
Faculty:
Salary is insufficient.
With this salary, the Chancellor would have to be In Che
pocket of Che legislative leadership.
It is all right for Che shore elms, but it must be increased.
Depends on salary ranges of similar education systems
across the country.
Poor, unless fringe benefits are very generous.
A good candidate may be selected in spite of the salary.
Depends on interest and challenge.
Big bucks bring quality! You get what you pay for!
Arrangement to give President Duff more Chan $54,000
suggests job not adequately funded.
Salary must be competitive with ocher states.
Typical Massachusetts penuriousness — pound-wise, penny cheap!
It is not a terribly competitive salary for such a
monumental Cask!
$75,000 minimum!
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Comments ;
Legislators:
Trustees:
Administrators
:
STATEMENT 12
Too early to be seen, especially regarding accountability.
This will be like other reorganization proposals, which will
not result in a better system.
I feel that the Board of Regents coo far removed from campuses
to understand and make good decisions.
The whole new system needs reexamination.
Are you kidding! !
!
Only if more representatives from the public sector are placed
on the Regents.
Hate to be pessimistic, but I don't see how!
Perhaps the potential is there, but actualizing the concept may
fall considerably short of potential.
Too early to determine.
Give them two years and then review their accomplishments.
In philosophy, but recent appointment of Chancellor will probably
make this difficult.
It's our only hope right now.
It has yet to be seen how decisions are made.
It has potential!
Statement 12 (Continued)
Administrators
:
Faculty:
It could be, but not with this particular composition, and the
animosity between the Board of Regents and che Legislature.
Time will tell — Massachusetts can have no system that will
work, due to its heritage and history.
Highly dubious, given the history of the Commonwealth.
If allowed to act with authority.
I'll have to wait and see.
It depends, if politics are kept out of the system.
I doubt if this Board as appointed has the ability!
Hopefully! I suspect better coordination, but not necessarily
any more accountability.
It will get nowhere until better funding is available.
Too early to determine how political.
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Comments :
Legislators:
Trustees:
Administrators
:
STATEMENT 13
Elected offinals need to be involved in this process.
I think the ones who allocate the funds should have all
the authority.
The Senate and House Ways and Means Chairmen ought to stop trying
to run education in this state. They have power, like to use
it over more highly educated men and women, which ends up in
chaos for all.
He who holds the purse strings, rules.
As long as they use the budget to determine policy, the Regents
will not be successful.
Higher Education seems to be their favorite whipping boy.
The legislative branches have had full control; they should
maintain some control, the amount to be dependent on the Regents
actions and abilities.
They are the only sane voices.
Faculty: Politics and education don't mix.
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Commanca
Legislators
:
Trustees:
Administrators
:
STATEMENT 14
As the statute is written, the legislative branch still has
budgetary powers. If that were changed I would say there would
be no balance, and then too mnnh executive power.
Through appointments process, executive has enormous
control - - - - !
I am a strong supporter of lay leadership in education. This
legislation gave complete power in the selection of Regents
and Trustees to one Governor.
Just look at the membership of the Regents!
Elected officials are held accountable.
All Board members are gubernatorial appointees.
Faculty: No comment.


